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TUESDAY,  JULY  31,  1951 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10  a.  m.,  in  room  429  of 
the  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Graham  A.  Barden  (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Barden,  Bailey,  Howell,  Steed,  Wier, 
Tackett,  Greenwood,  McConnell,  Gwinn,  Kearns,  Werdel,  Potter, 
and  Berry. 

Present  also:  Fred  G.  Hussey,  chief  clerk;  John  S.  Forsythe, 
general  counsel;  David  N.  Henderson,  assistant  general  counsel; 
Russell  C.  Derrickson,  investigator;  John  O.  Graham,  minority  clerk; 
all  of  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 

Mr.  Barden.  The  committee  will  come  to  order.  Gentlemen,  this 
committee  was  called  together  for  the  purpose  of  consideration  of 
H.  R.  1732,  a  bill  introduced  by  Mr.  Farrington.  The  bill  will  be 
inserted  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(H.  R.  1732  is  as  follows:) 

[H.  R.  1732,  82d  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  with  respect  to  the  apportionment  of  of  funds  to 

Hawaii  and  Alaska 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (a)  the  second  sentence  of  section  4  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  approved  June  4,  1946  (Public  Law  Numbered  396, 
Seventy-ninth  Congress,  60  Stat.  230)-,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The 
Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than 
75  per  centum  of  the  aforesaid  funds  made  available  for  such  year  for  supplying 
agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  except 
that  the  total  of  such  apportionments  of  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed  3  per  centum  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  school-lunch  program.” 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  5  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“The  total  of  such  funds  apportioned  for  nonfood  assistance  for  use  in  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed  3  per  centum  of  the  funds  appro¬ 
priated  for  nonfood  assistance  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act.” 

Mr.  Barden.  Mr.  Farrington  for  some  time  has  been  urging  that 
the  committee  take  some  action  in  connection  with  this  bill  as  it  re¬ 
lated  to  the  school-lunch  program  in  Hawaii. 

I  am  not  familiar  with  the  real  purpose  or  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
to  the  extent  of  either  recommending  or  disapproving,  and  so  I 
thought  the  committee  would  be  interested  in  Mr.  Farrington  appear¬ 
ing;  and  at  the  same  time,  I  asked  him  to  bring  before  the  committee 
representatives  from  various  departments  interested  in  the  matter. 
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Then  I  took  the  liberty  of  calling  the  Delegate  from  Puerto  Rico 
to  come  in  and  attend  the  hearing,  because  I  did  not  know  just  what 
effect  it  might  have  on  the  program  as  carried  on  in  Puerto  Rico. 

I  also  called  in  the  Delegate  from  Alaska,  too,  to  appear  before  the 
committee. 

From  all  I  have  heard  from  Puerto  Rico,  we  certainly  want  to  give 
it  every  consideration  we  would  any  other  group.  So,  unless  there  is 
some  objection,  we  will  just  proceed  with  the  hearing,  and  Mr. 
Farrington  will  appear  as  the  first  witness. 

Mr.  Farrington,  will  you  just  go  ahead  and  discuss  this  bill  for  the 
benefit  of  the  committee? 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOSEPH  R.  FARRINGTON,  A  DELEGATE 
TO  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  TERRITORY  OF  HAWAII 

Mr.  Farrington.  Air.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  assure  you  at  the  out¬ 
set  that  we  are  very  grateful  to  you  and  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  this  opportunity  to  present  our  point  of  view  on  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

I  have  asked  the  Delegate  from  Alaska,  Mr.  Bartlett,  to  follow  me 
with  a  brief  statement,  and  the  Resident  Commissioner  from  Puerto 
Rico,  Dr.  Fernos-Isern,  to  do  likewise. 

I  also  have  here  representatives  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
which  administers  the  School  Lunch  Act,  and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  which  is  responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  Territories. 

I  have  set  forth  our  point  of  view  in  a  brief  statement,  and  I  would 
like  the  privilege  of  reading  it  to  you. 

The  present  School  Lunch  Act  was  adopted  by  Congress  in  1946. 

It  has  proved  the  basis  for  the  distribution  of  funds  appropriated  for 
Federal  aid  for  school-lunch  programs  in  the  States,  Territories,  and 
possessions  ever  since.  The  amount  received  by  each  State  has  been 
determined,  first,  by  the  school  population  and,  second,  by  the  aver¬ 
age  per  capita  income  of  the  people  of  the  States. 

The  law  limits  the  participation  of  the  Territories  and  possessions  | 
to  3  percent  of  the  total.  After  this  total  has  been  determined,  the  | 
distribution  of  funds  within  this  limit  is  determined  on  the  same  basis 
as  the  distribution  of  funds  among  the  States.  In  other  words,  the  * 
amount  received  by  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  within  the  limitation  of  3  percent  is  determined  by  the  school 
population  and  the  average  per  capita  income  of  the  people  within 
the  Territories  and  possessions. 

The  obvious  reason  for  placing  this  limitation  in  the  law  was  to 
limit  the  participation  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  where 
the  school  populations  were  exceptionally  high  and  the  average  per 
capita  income  was  exceptionally  low.  The  committee  evidently  felt 
that  the  Territories  of  Hawaii  and  Alaska  should  be  covered  into,  the 
same  category  because  their  political  status  was  somewhat  similar, 
and  without  realizing  the  penalty  that  would  be  imposed  on  the  two 
Territories  by  this  action. 

The  Territories  of  Hawaii  and  Alaska  have,  in  consequence  of  this 
action,  been  severely  and,  I  believe,  unfairly  penalized  ever  since. 
They  have  been  compelled  to  bear  the  burden  of  the  lower  standards 
prevailing  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 
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We  of  Hawaii  do  not  dispute  the  great  needs  of  these  funds  in  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  but  we  do  not  believe  it  is  right  that  the 
burden  of  these  requirements  should  fall  exclusively  on  Hawaii  and 
Alaska.  We  believe  that  it  should  be  shared  by  all  of  the  States  and 
Territories. 

H.  R.  1732  would  accomplish  this  purpose.  It  would  amend  the 
School  Lunch  Act  so  as  to  remove  Hawaii  and  Alaska  from  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  law  which  limits  their  participation  to  3  percent  of  the 
total  funds  available  within  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 
The  limitation  so  far  as  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  is  con¬ 
cerned  would  remain.  The  participation  of  Hawaii  and  Alaska  would 
be  on  the  same  basis  as  the  States  in  which  the  school  population  and 
the  average  per  capita  income  compares  very  favorably. 

Both  the  Territories  of  Hawaii  and  Alaska  bear  the  same  financial 
)  responsibilities  as  the  States.  Their  people  pay  identically  the  same 
taxes  as  the  people  of  the  States.  The  total  taxes  normally  paid  the 
Federal  Government  by  Hawaii  exceeds  that  of  from  10  to  12  States. 
More  than  $1  billion  has  been  paid  by  the  people  of  Hawaii  in  taxes 
to  the  Federal  Treasury  since  it  became  a  Territory  in  1900.  The 
people  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  on  the  other  hand,  do 
not  pay  Federal  Taxes. 

We  of  Hawaii — and  I  am.  sure  this  sentiment  is  shared  bv  Alaska — - 
believe  that  for  this  reason  if  for  no  other,  we  are  entitled  to  participate 
In  laws  providing  for  Federal  grants-in-aid  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
States.  We  believe  that  to  subject  us  to  the  limitations  that  may  be 
applied  to  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  is  unfair. 

We  believe  this  applies  with  particular  force  to  the  school-lunch 
program,  and  appeal  to  you,  as  a  matter  of  justice  and  fair  play,  to 
adopt  the  amendment  proposed  in  H.  R.  1732. 

The  merit  of  our  position  has  already  been  recognized.  In  the 
Eightieth  Congress  a  subcommittee  of  this  committee  held  a  hearing 
on  this  bill  and  recommended  favorable  action  by  the  full  committee. 
The  committee  was  involved  in  such  a  bitter  dispute  over  the  Taft- 
Hartley  law  and  other  legislation  involving  industrial  relations  that 
1  the  then  chairman  was  unwilling  to  call  a  meeting  of  the  full  committee 
to  consider  this  recommendation  or  any  other  prior  to  the  time  the 
Eightieth  Congress  adjourned. 

The  committee  received  then  and  has  now  reports  from  both  the 
Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Interior  recommending  the  adoption 
of  this  legislation.  The  administration  of  the  school-lunch  program 
is  the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  the 
administration  of  the  Territories  and  possessions  the  responsibility  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

During  the  Eighty-first  Congress  the  chairman  of  this  committee 
was  requested  repeatedly  for  a  hearing  on  this  legislation  and  agreed 
that  it  should  be  granted  at  the  proper  time.  The  “proper  time” 
never  arrived,  apparently  because  of  the  sharp  differences  that  pre¬ 
vailed  within  the  committee  on  legislation  relating  to  industrial  rela¬ 
tions  and  to  Federal  aid  for  education — for  reasons  with  which  you 
who  were  members  of  the  committee  at  the  time  are  infinitely  more 
familiar  than  am  I. 

The  present  bill  was  introduced  at  the  outset  of  the  opening  of  this 
Congress  in  January.  It  is  supported  in  new  reports  from  the  Depart- 
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ments  of  Agriculture  and  Interior.  The  representatives  of  these 
departments  are  present  to  testify  in  support  of  the  bill. 

The  adoption  of  this  bill  would  place  participation  of  Hawaii  in  the 
school-lunch  program  on  the  same  basis  on  which  it  participates  in 
practically  every  other  program  providing  Federal  grants-in-aid,  so 
far  as  I  can  ascertain. 

For  many  years,  Congress  has  recognized  Hawaii’s  right  to  so 
participate  as  a  matter  of  simple  justice  because  the  people  of  Hawaii 
are  called  upon  to  pay  the  same  taxes  as  the  people  of  the  States. 
Thus  it  is  that  Hawaii  participates  on  the  same  basis  as  a  State — and 
has  for  many  years — in  legislation  providing  Federal  aid  for  roads  and 
the  development  of  airports.  The  Territory  similarly  shares  in  the 
benefits  of  laws  under  which  Federal  funds  are  provided  for  the  exten¬ 
sion  service,  experiment  stations,  and  similar  services  administered 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  adoption  of  this  amendment,  therefore,  would  be  in  keeping 
with  well-established  policy  rather  than  a  departure  from  it.  It  would 
give  to  the  Territories  of  Hawaii  and  Alaska  the  funds  to  which  they 
are  entitled  and  which  they  both  greatly  need. 

The  Territory  of  Hawaii  was  a  pioneer  in  the  development  of  a 
school-lunch  program.  In  the  school  year  1950-51,  a  total  of  60,550 
hot  lunches  were  served  daily  to  67  percent  of  the  school  population  of 
the  Territory  through  150  cafeterias  at  a  cost  of  $2,518,278.97.  This 
sum  was  paid  by  the  children.  The  cash  contribution  of  the  Federal 
Government  was  $57,521. 

The  school  population  of  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  is  close  to  100,000 
pupils.  The  penalty  we  suffer  as  a  result  of  the  present  law  is  graph¬ 
ically  illustrated  by  comparing  the  amounts  for  food-assistance  funds 
available  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1951,  received  by  six 
States  whose  per  capita  incomes  are  the  same  as  that  of  Hawaii. 
They  include  Idaho,  with  a  school  population  participating  in  the 
program  of  40,000,  which  received  $306,382;  Arizona,  with  40,000 
children  participating,  which  received  $414,193;  Colorado,  with 
47,000  pupils  participating,  which  received  $512,286;  Maine,  with 
42,000  participating,  which  received  $425,952;  Montana,  with  25,000 
school  population  participating,  which  received  $188,599;  and  Ne¬ 
braska,  with  47,000  participating,  which  received  $494,103.  In  con¬ 
trast  with  this,  Hawaii,  with  60,000  school  children  participating,, 
received  only  $73,320. 

In  conclusion,  I  refer  to  a  tabulation  showing  the  total  appropria¬ 
tion  for  all  States  and  Territories,  the  amount  received  by  Hawaii 
under  the  terms  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  as  it  now  stands, 
and  the  amount  that  would  be  received  by  Hawaii  if  this  legislation 
were  passed. 

(Tables  showing  the  apportionment  by  States  of  funds  available 
for  the  national  school-lunch  program.,  1951,  and  national  school- 
lunch  program  apportionment  of  1951  funds  to  Territories,  and  appor¬ 
tionment  proposed  by  H.  R.  1732  and  amendment,  are  printed  in 
this  record  at  the  close  of  this  day’s  testimony.) 

In  1947  a  total  of  $81,000,000  was  provided  for  the  school-lunch 
program  and  Hawaii  received  $76,000.  If  the  law  had  been  changed 
we  would  have  received  $226,750. 

In  1948  the  total  provided  was  $70,000,000  and  we  received  $91,683 
If  the  law  had  been  changed  we  would  have  received  $219,335. 
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In  1949  the  total  appropriation  was  $75,000,000  and  we  received 
$89,302.  If  the  law  had  been  changed  we  would  have  received 
$235,322. 

In  1950  the  total  appropriation  was  $83,500,000  and  the  amount 
received  was  $89,972.  If  the  law  had  been  changed  we  would  have 
received  $211,317. 

In  1951  the  total  appropriation  was  $83,500,000  and  we  received 
$73,320.  If  the  law  had  been  changed  we  would  have  received 
$195,516. 

I  would  like  to  incorporate  in  my  statement,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  letter 
from  the  acting  director  of  the  home  economics  division  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Public  Education  of  the  Territory  of  Hawaii,  regarding  this 
program;  and  also,  a  brief  history  of  the  school-lunch  program. 

(The  documents  referred  to  are  as  follows:) 

Territory  of  Hawaii, 
Department  of  Public  Instruction, 

Honolulu,  July  18,  1951. 

Hon.  Joseph  R.  Farrington, 

Delegate  from  Hawaii,  Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir:  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  information  relative  to  the 
school-lunch  program  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii. 

Approximately  60,550  hot  lunches,  representing  67  percent  of  the  total  school 
population  in  150  cafeterias,  were  served  daily  in  1950-51.  This  represents  an 
increase  of  approximately  4,000  lunches  served  daily,  or  an  increase  of  3  percent 
over  the  year  1949-50.  Total  revenue  of  the  program  amounted  to  approximately 
$2,518,278.97,  $57,521  of  which  was  distributed  in  the  form  of  subsidy  provided 
through  the  Production  and  Marketing  Administration  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture.  In  addition,  free  commodities  valued  at-  approxi¬ 
mately  $350,000  were  distributed  throughout  the  Territory.  The  average  rate 
of  reimbursement  per  lunch  is  0.005  cent. 

During  the  next  biennium  8  new  cafeterias  are  being  planned  which  will 
bring  the  total  number  of  cafeterias  providing  hot-lunch  facilities  to  the  children 
■of  the  Territory  up  to  158.  This  will  add  considerably  to  the  Territory  of  Ha¬ 
waii’s  responsibility  for  providing  these  lunches,  if  additional  Federal  funds  are 
not  available  for  subsidizing  the  program. 

Rising  food  and  labor  costs  are  also  a  concern  if  the  present  15-cent-  lunch  price 
is  to  be  maintained.  There  has  been  an  increasing  need  and  demand  for  free 
lunches  for  children  unable  to  pay.  This  is  one  of  the  responsibilities  which 
individual  scholls  are  obliged  to  assume  under  the  terms  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  agreement. 

Supervision  of  the  program  is  the  joint  responsibility  of  school  administrators 
and  the  home  economics  supervisory  staff.  The  responsibilities  of  the  supervisory 
staff  may  be  outlined  briefly  as  follows: 

1.  Duties 

The  director  shall — 

Be  responsible  for  making  and  carrying  out  plans  for  the  development  and 
supervision  of  all  public  school  cafeterias;  and  shall  cooperate  with  the  superin¬ 
tendent  and  the  deputy  superintendent  for  vocational  education  In  the  promotion 
of  the  cafeteria  program.  She  shall  make  visits  to  all  public  schools  and  com¬ 
munities  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  cafeteria  program,  determining  the 
efficiency  of  the  plant  and  equipment,  improve  cafeteria  practices,  and  otherwise 
aid  cafeteria  managers  and  school  administrators  in  strengthening  the  cafeteria 
program  in  the  Territory. 

The  assistent  director  shall — - 

Be  responsible  for  assisting  the  Director  in  earning  out  the  duties  outlined 

above. 

The  district  supervisors  shall— 

Be  responsible  for  making  supervisory  visits  to  schools  within  the  district 
specifically  designated  to  her  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  cafeteria  service; 
determining  efficiency  of  plant,  equipment,  and  food  service;  improving  cafeteria 
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practices;  and  otherwise  aiding  cafeteria  managers  and  school  administrators  in 
strengthening  the  cafeteria  program. 

Cafeteria  managers  shall: 

Under  the  general  direction  of  the  school  principal,  be  responsible  for  the 
selection  of  all  foods  and  supplies;  food  preparation;  food  service;  keeping  necessary 
accounts  prescribed  by  the  school  department;  care  of  equipment  and  plant;  and 
maintenance  of  sanitation  and  safety  regulations  in  the  cafeteria. 

Duties  of  stenographic  and  clerical  personnel  are  self-explanatory. 


2.  Plans  for  inspecting  operating  programs 

1 .  Each  operating  program  shall  be  inspected  at  least  once  each  year  by  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  home  economics  department  supervisory  staff.  The  inspection  of  each 
program  shall  include — 

(a)  A  preliminary  conference  with  the  school  administrator; 

( b )  An  inspection  of  plant  and  equipment; 

(c)  A  check  on  food  standards; 

(d)  A  conference  with  the  cafeteria  manager; 

( e )  A  final  conference  with  the  school  administrator  when  recommendations 
for  the  improvement  of  the  program  are  indicated. 


3.  Plans  for  training  school  lunch  personnel 

Cafeteria  managers  shall  be  trained,  as  in  the  past,  at  the  Honolulu  Vocational 
School  in  a  2-year  vocational  trade  course  in  cafeteria  management. 

An  in-service  training  program  for  cafeteria  managers  shall  be  carried  on 
throughout  the  Territory  by  the  staff  of  the  home  economics  department.  A 
refresher  course  in  cafeteria  management  shall  be  conducted  each  summer  by  the 
vocational  division  of  the  department  of  public  instruction. 

Since  1912,  when  the  first  public  school  cafeteria  was  established,  the  school 
lunch  program  has  grown  until  at  the  present  time  nonprofit  school-lunch  pro¬ 
grams  have  been  established  for  approximately  97  percent  of  the  children  in  our 
public  schools.  The  growth  of  the  program  is  a  tribute  in  itself  to  the  important 
role  the  school  lunch  plays  in  the  health  of  Hawaii’s  school  children. 

In  order  to  maintain  this  growing  program  at  its  present  level,  your  aid  is 
urgently  solicited. 

Very  sincerely, 

Helen  G.  McGill, 

Acting  Director,  Home  Economics  Education. 


Hawaii’s  Public  School  Cafeteria  Program 

The  first  reports  of  a  cafeteria  program  in  the  public  schools  were  made  in 
1912.  At  this  time,  or  just  prior  to  this  time,  the  cafeteria  program  evidently 
began.  Doubtless,  in  scattered  sections  of  the  Territory,  some  hot  food  was 
prepared  by  interested  teachers  or  administrators,  but  in  1912,  the  superintendent 
reported  a  single  cafeteria  with  daily  sales  of  118  lunches  and  75  desserts.  This 
was  at  the  Territorial  Normal  School  cafeteria  where  teachers  were  first  trained 
to  handle  a  cafeteria  program.  The  aim  of  the  cafeteria  program  at  that  time 
was  to  serve  wholesome,  nutritious  food  at  the  lowest  possible  cost.  Throughout 
the  years  to  follow,  this  aim  was  not  changed  and  today,  39  years  later,  there  are 
150  cafeterias  throughout  the  Territory,  serving  60,550  lunches  daily,  representing 
67  percent  of  the  school  population  throughout  the  Territory. 

Families  apparently  are  cognizant  of  the  value  of  this  noonday  meal,  and  much 
has  been  done  over  the  years  to  improve  the  food  habits  of  school  children. 

Many  years  have  lapsed  since  the  department  of  public  instruction  has  em¬ 
ployed  itinerant  nutrition  specialists.  Much  of  the  work  done  previously  by 
these  specialists  has  been  carried  on  by  workers  assigned  to  the  home  economics 
department  and  the  health  education  division.  To  the  classroom  teacher  must 
go  much  credit  for  teaching  sound  health  habits.  The  Territorial  Board  of 
Health,  the  University  of  Hawaii,  the  Territorial  Nutrition  Committee,  the 
Tuberculosis  Associations,  the  Nutrition  Service,  American  Red  Cross,  Hawaii 
Chapter,  and  many  other  agencies  have  given  valuable  assistance  in  promoting 
nutrition  education  in  the  public  schools  of  the  Territory. 

Administratively,  under  the  direction  of  the  deputy  superintendent  for  voca¬ 
tional  education,  the  superintendent,  and  the  commissioners  of  public  instruc¬ 
tion,  the  home  economics  department  is  responsible  for  the  promotion,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  supervision  of  the  cafeteria  programs  in  the  public  schools. 
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Cafeteria  buildings  are  planned,  constructed,  and  maintained  by  the  several 
counties  throughout  the  Territory. 

During  the  past  14  years  the  Territory  has  gradually  assumed  the  whole 
responsibility  for  cafeteria  managers’  salaries.  At  one  time,  the  greater  part  of 
many  managers’  salaries  was  borne  by  cafeteria  funds.  At  present,  salaries  of 
all  cafeteria  managers  are  paid  from  Territorial  funds,  which  makes  it  possible 
for  a  larger  percent  of  cafeteria  revenue  to  be  used  for  food. 

Since  1943  the  cafeteria  program  has  been  subsidized  by  Federal  funds.  Indi¬ 
vidual  cafeterias  are  subsidized  according  to  the  need  for  this  assistance.  How¬ 
ever,  food  standards  set  up  by  the  Federal  Government  must  be  met  in  order 
that  a  cafeteria  be  subsidized.  One  field  program  supervisor  was  provided  from 
Federal  funds  in  1945.  Funds  for  this  worker  were  withdrawn  in  1947  and  the 
Territory  has  again  assumed  the  full  supervisory  burden  in  addition  to  supplying 
clerical  assistance. 


Mr.  Farrington.  That  completes  my  statement. 

Air.  Barden.  Air.  Farrington,  in  drawing  your  bill,  did  you  give 
any  consideration  to  the  conditions  existing  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the 
Virgin  Islands,  or  were  you  just  giving  study  to  your  own  problem? 

Air.  Farrington.  The  bill  was  drawn  with  the  assistance  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and 
they  have  approved  it  with  a  minor  amendment,  which  is  incorporated 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  report.  My  interest,  of  course,  was 
primarily  to  free  Hawaii  from  the  present  limitation  so  that  it  would 
participate  on  the  same  basis  as  the  States. 

Mr.  Barden.  According  to  the  letter  that  comes  from  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  it  does  look  as  though  Hawaii  is  being  penalized,  and 
I  believe  for  the  information  of  the  committee  I  will  just  read  this 
letter  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior: 

July  10,  1951. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Barden:  Further  reference  is  made  to  your  request  for  the  views 
of  this  Department  on  H.  R.  1732,  a  bill  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
with  respect  to  the  apportionment  of  funds  to  Hawaii  and  Alaska. 

H.  R.  1732  would  remove  Alaska  and  Hawaii  from  the  provisions  of  sections  4 
and  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (60  Stat.  230;  42  U.  S.  C.,  1946  ed.,  secs. 
1753,  1754)  which  limit  the  total  amount  made  available  to  Alaska,  Hawaii, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  to  3  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated 
annually  for  the  school-lunch  program. 

In  its  report  to  your  committee  dated  June  6,  1951,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  suggests  amendments  to  the  bill  which  would  mitigate  the  effects  of  the 
3-percent  limitation  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  by  adding 
a  proviso  that  in  each  year’s  initial  apportionment,  the  per  capita  allotments  per 
child  of  school  age  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  be  less  than  the 
per  capita  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  in  the  State  (other  than  Puerto  Rico 
or  the  Virgin  Islands)  with  the  lowest  per  capita  income. 

This  Department  urges  the  enactment  of  H.  R.  1732  with  the  amendments  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Had  the  provisions  of  H.  R.  1732,  together  with  the  proposed  amendments  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  been  operative  during  the  fiscal  year  1951,  Hawaii 
would  have  received  $195,516  instead  of  $73,320,  Alaska  would  have  received 
$28,134  instead  of  $10,551,  Puerto  Rico  would  have  received  $2,539,650  instead  of 
$2,377,490,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  would  have  received  $45,151  instead  of  $43,639. 
The  copy  of  the  report  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  returned  in  accordance 
with  your  request. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Dale  E.  Doty, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Now,  Mr.  Farrington,  just  what  would  be  the  difference,  now,  in 
your  method  of  figuring  the  amount  due  in  Puerto  Rico,  to  a  child 
in  Puerto  Rico,  for  instance,  from  what  it  would  be  in  Hawaii? 
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Mr.  Farrington.  The  method  of  figuring  would  be  the  same,  but 
we  would  be  freed  from  the  3  percent  limitation. 

Mr.  Barden.  The  3  percent  limitation,  as  I  understand  it,  is  that 
you  take  the  3  percent  and  apply  the  formula,  and  then  each  one 
takes  its  cut  in  proportion,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  Farrington.  That  is  right.  The  answer  to  that  is  to  be 
found  in  the  figures  on  the  average  per  capita  income  which  are  shown 
in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  report  to  the  committee. 

It  says: 

The  latest  per  capita  income  figures,  certified  by  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  at  the  time  of  the  apportionment  of  fiscal  year  1951  funds,  reported  Puerto 
Rico’s  per  capita  income  as  $304  and  the  Virgin  Islands’  as  $182,  compared  to  a 
United  States  average  of  $1,401. 

The  level  of  income  was  $1,976  in  Alaska,  and  $1,503  for  Hawaii. 
In  other  words,  Alaska  is  far  above  the  national  average,  and  we  are 
well  above  the  national  average.  And  when  they  calculate  the  funds  1 
to  which  we  are  entitled  within  that  limitation,  with  Puerto  Rico  and 
the  Virgin  Islands  and  their  very  low  per  capita  income,  we  are 
severely  penalized.  The  burden  of  that,  in  our  opinion,  should  be 
borne  by  all  of  us;  and  I  do  not  say  that  Hawaii  should  not  pay  its 
share,  but  I  think  the  other  States  should  do  likewise. 

Mr.  Werdel.  You  are  referring,  as  does  the  law,  to  the  relative 
position  of  national  income  in  those  areas? 

Mr.  Farrington.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Werdel.  Whereas,  as  I  understand  the  bill,  it  is  not  drafted 
with  the  idea  that  States  or  Territories  would  get  money  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  amount  of  taxes  they  pay,  which  you  paid  particular 
attention,  to.  I  think  that  we  ought  to  give  consideration  to  the 
great  difference  that  is  growing  between  the  cost  of  living,  say,  in 
Alaska,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

You  mentioned  the  Alaska  income  is  relatively  high,  but  its  cost  of 
living  is  very  much  higher.  That  is,  the  same  amount  of  money  that 
a  few  years  ago  might  take  care  of  a  lunch  program  adequately  in 
those  areas,  cannot  do  it;  whereas  it  can  still  do  it  in  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands.  I  am  wondering  if  we  cannot  get  some 
figures  showing  us  what  the  cost  of  living  is  in  these  areas. 

I  know  men  in  the  building  and  construction  trades  that  have  gone 
into  Alaska,  and  one  of  them  is  getting  $5-and-some-thing  an  hour, 
and  he  is  not  saving  much  money,  and  he  gets  a  $5  per  day  living 
allowance  on  the  job,  because  of  the  cost  of  living. 

I  think  we  ought,  to  get  some  figures  on  that. 

Mr.  Farrington.  We  are  not  asking  that  that  factor  be  introduced; 
we  are  asking  only  what  we  participate  on  the  same  basis  as  the  States. 

Mr.  Barden.  Gentlemen,  I  am  not  monopolizing  this,  and  anyone 
who  wants  to  ask  any  questions,  please  cut  right  in. 

Mr.  Bailey.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  and  his  associate; 
the  Delegate  from  Alaska,  if  they  want  the  committee  to  understand 
they  have  abandoned  the  idea  of  statehood  for  Alaska  and  Hawaii? 

Mr.  Farrington.  Not  in  the  least;  you  can  be  sure  of  that. 

Mr.  Barden.  Perhaps  we  had  better  not  bring  that  in. 

Mr.  Farrington.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  took  particular  care  to  meet 
your  objections  to  that  in  my  opening  statement. 

Mr.  Bailey.  There  is  one  point  that  I  would  like  to  have  the 
gentleman  clear  up.  In  all  of  your  legislation  proposed  to  date, 
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you  have  left  Alaska  and  Hawaii  out  of  that  3  percent  limitation,  and 
you  want  them  moved  over  and  put  on  an  equal  footing  with  the 
other  States.  Now,  are  you  going  to  leave  that  3  percent  available 
there  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands? 

Mr.  Farrington.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Bailey.  You  do  not  bother  that  3  percent,  and  you  just  leave 
it  as  it  is? 

Mr.  Farrington.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Bailey.  That  would  liberalize  the  allocation  to  them  and  cut 
you  in  on  an  equal  basis  with  the  other  States? 

Mr.  Farrington.  Yes,  sir. 

Air.  Bailey.  Is  that  not  plain? 

Mr.  Farrington.  That  is  my  understanding  of  it. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Putting  it  in  a  few  words,  that  is  what  you  propose? 

Air.  Farrington.  Yes,  sir. 

Air.  Bailey.  It  would  take  Alaska  and  Hawaii  out  of  this  limita¬ 
tion  of  3  percent,  leaving  the  3  percent  available  for  Puerto  Rico  and 
Virgin  Islands,  and  it  would  put  Alaska  and  Hawaii  on  the  same  basis 
as  the  48  States. 

Air.  Kearns.  And  Puerto  Rico  benefits,  too;  and  the  Virgin. 
Islands. 

Air.  Bailey.  Because  they  would  have  the  3  percent,  and  formerly 
they  had  Alaska  and  Hawaii  cut  in  on  that. 

Air.  Kearns.  Mr.  Chairman,  Air.  Howell  and  I  were  in  Puerto 
Rico,  and  we  observed  it  there,  and  I  imagine  it  is  operated  similarly 
in  Hawaii;  and  those  children  down  in  Puerto  Rico,  of  which  they 
have  700,000  of  school  age  out  of  a  population  of  2%  million,  in  many 
instances  it  is  the  only  hot  meal  they  get  a  day,  and  it  is  a  marvelous 
thing.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  Congress,  in  my  opinion,  does  not 
appropriate  money  for  any  better  cause  than  it  does  for  these  children. 

We  inspected  the  kitchens,  and  they  are  kept  clean,  and  the  food 
was  good,  and  those  children  could  just  have  all  they  wanted.  There 
was  not  any  question  of  limitations  or  portions,  or  anything  like  that. 

I  personally  feel  that  in  the  setting  up  of  this  set-up  here,  we  have 
certainly  penalized  Hawaii  and  Alaska  in  the  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Air.  Barden.  Let  me  say  this:  I  do  not  know  why  it  is,  but  it 
seems  to  be  an  accepted  view  in  this  country  that  we  will  just  pass 
along  what  is  left  to  our  possessions,  and  I  do  not  like  and  I  never  have’ 
liked  it.  I  think  it  is  not  only  foolish,  but  dangerous. 

Somebody  in  this  Government  ought  to  lower  their  sights  a  little 
bit.  We  are  looking  4,000  miles  across  the  sea  and  looking  right  over 
the  heads  of  folks  who  are  in  much  worse  condition  than  those  that 
we  are  showering  our  benefits  on. 

This  3  percent — and  I  do  not  claim  to  be  an  expert  in  this — I  do 
not  like  that  idea  to  begin  with.  I  do  not  see  why  we  should  regard 
3  percent  as  being  some  sacred  figure  that  we  cannot  change,  and  I 
do  not  see  why  there  should  be  a  limitation  on  it. 

If  the  school-lunch  program  is  for  the  specific  purpose,  and  the 
Congress  has  declared  its  policy  to  be  so  on  this,  why  should  we  say 
we  are  going  to  give  half  a  lunch  to  one  group  and  a  full  lunch  to  the 
other  group?  Or  feed  half  and  let  the  other  half  go  hungry? 

I  see  no  reason  on  earth  why  any  child  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  should  not  have  exactly  the  same  consideration  as  any 
child  in  Hawaii  or  Alaska,  and  I  am  reluctant  to  lift  out  or  create 
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any  preferred  group.  I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  bringing  them  all  up, 
and  letting  them  have  the  same  benefits  that  the  school  children  in 
America  have,  because  there  is  not  many  years’  difference  between  a 
school  child  in  Puerto  Rico  and  his  being  a  resident  of  New  York,  and 
we  might  just  as  well  recognize  that. 

Mr.  McConnell.  I  would  like  to  clarify  just  what  that  limitation 
does,  in  respect  to  the  children  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
as  to  the  quantity  and  quality  of  the  lunch  they  would  receive,  that  is, 
compared  with  the  States,  we  will  say,  or  with  the  proposal  here  for 
Hawaii.  Let  somebody  tell  us,  if  they  can. 

Mr.  Farrington.  I  am  unable  to  do  that.  I  think  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  representatives  probably  are  in  a  better  position  to 
answer  those  questions  than  I  am. 

Mr.  Barden.  They  have  some  representatives  here. 

Mr.  McConnell.  What  I  am  getting  to  is  this:  They  seem  to  be  / 
generally  satisfied  with  this  bill,  and  if  they  are,  does  that  mean  that  V 
they  are  satisfied  with  some  minimum  quantity  and  qualitv  for  the 
children  in  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  or  not?  How  does 
this  operate? 

Mr.  Farrington.  The  report  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
points  out  that  if  there  were  no  restrictions  in  there,  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  would  obtain,  under  this  formula,  10  percent 
of  the  total  of  all  funds.  And  the  purpose  of  the  restriction  in  the 
beginning  was  to  prevent  Puerto  Rico  from  participating  to  such 
a  large  extent. 

Mr.  Werdel.  WTiy? 

Mr.  Barden.  That  is  what  I  want  to  know,  is  why?  Has  anybody 
advanced  any  sensible  reason  as  to  why? 

Mr.  Gwinn.  The  reason  is  pretty  obvious,  if  you  have  ever  been 
to  Puerto  Rico,  that  they  live  comparatively  well  on  20  cents  on  the 
dollar  compared  to  us,  if  they  have  it. 

Mr.  Kearns.  Living  costs  are  higher  in  Puerto  Rico  than  they  are 
here,  as  far  as  buying  foods,  and  these  people  who  were  down  there  j 
know  about  it.  They  are  penalized  purely  because,  you  remember,  , 
they  do  not  come  under  the  minimum  wage  bill  in  Puerto  Rico,  and  J 
that  is  why  their  per  capita  income  is  low,  where  Hawaii  and  Alaska  1 
are  in  different  positions  there. 

Mr.  McConnell.  Cannot  someone  here  in  authority,  or  with  : 
knowledge,  tell  us  what  happens  to  the  lunches  in  Puerto  Rico  and 
the  Virgin  Islands  if  the  amount  of  the  appropriations  is  not  sufficient? 

Air.  Farrington.  The  representative  of  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  from  the  Office  of  the  Administrator  of  the  School  Lunch 
Program,  is  here,  and  he  can  inform  the  committee  of  those  details 

Mr.  Barden.  Right  now,  let  me  ask  you  this  question:  Would  it 
be  perfectly  agreeable  to  you  to  strike  out  the  3  percent  limitation 
and  let  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Alaska  and  Hawaii,  and 
all,  come  under  the  same  thing? 

Mr.  Farrington.  My  answer  to  that  is  that  the  status  of  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  is  very  different  from  that  of  Alaska  and 
Hawaii  and  should  be  taken  into  consideration. 

Mr.  Barden.  It  always  will  be,  if  we  continue  to  treat  them  differ¬ 
ently  economically;  and  here  we  are  trying  to  rebuild  the  whole  darn 
world  except  our  own,  and  then  we  say  that  they  are  different. 

Well,  they  were  different  where  every  one  of  us  come  from,  15  or 
20  years  ago,  but  we  say  we  have  bettered  conditions  by  legislation. 
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Now,  I  do  not  understand  the  philosophy  or  the  reasoning  that  says 
everybody  but  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  have  a  chance  to 
improve  themselves,  and  we  are  not  going  to  give  them  a  chance. 

Mr.  Farrington.  Well,  I  do  not  want  to  speak  for  Puerto  Rico, 
but  I  know  from  personal  knowledge  that  the  standards  of  education 
and  living  in  Puerto  Rico  are  far  below  ours. 

I  hope  that  steps  will  be  taken  to  bring  them  up  to  ours,  but  I  do 
not  think  that  it  can  be  accomplished  in  too  short  a  time. 

Mr.  Barden.  How  did  yours  get  so  far  ahead  of  Puerto  Rico? 

Mr.  Tackett.  They  got  the  teachers  out  of  Arkansas. 

Mr.  Farrington.  The  Territory  of  Hawaii  was  settled  by  Ameri¬ 
cans  in  1820,  and  for  more  than  100  years  it  has  developed  in  the  pattern 
of  American  life.  We  have  achieved  standards  in  our  agriculture 
which  are  beyond  those  of  any  other  place  in  the  world.  In  many 
other  fields  we  excel  many  of  the  States.  We  carry  all  of  the 
responsibilities  of  the  State,  financial  and  otherwise,  without  the 
privileges  of  a  State.  Our  development  is  the  result  of  the  influences 
that  have  been  at  work  there  through  all  of  these  years.  That  is  the 
answer  to  your  question. 

Our  people  pioneered  Hawaii  as  they  pioneered  the  far  West,  and 
in  fact,  were  out  there  before  they  were  in  California.  They  have 
developed  for  this  country  an  outpost  of  great  strength  from  every 
possible  standpoint.  And  it  is  reflected  in  many  ways,  not  the  least 
of  which  is  our  average  cost  of  living. 

Mr.  Barden.  Understand,  I  am  not  quarreling  with  you  on  the 
lunch  fund.  I  am  perfectly  in  accord  with  you,  and  I  want  you 
to  have  just  exactly  what  you  are  asking  for,  so  far  as  that  is  concerned. 

But  let  me  say  this:  I  have  never  been  to  Puerto  Rico,  I  have  no 
interest  there  except  just  the  plain  human  interest,  but  I  do  feel  that 
instead  of  assuming  that  they  will  never  get  any  better  or  that  their 
condition  will  never  improve,  I  think  it  would  be  a  little  bit  more  in 
line  and  in  keeping  with  certainly  our  present  policy  to  assume  that 
they  can  be  improved,  and  let  them  have  a  chance  to  improve,  because 
they  are  pouring  into  New  York,  and  there  is  no  necessity  for  us 
sitting  down  here  fussing  about  some  kind  of  folks  they  send  down 
here  to  represent  them,  when  they  are  doing  the  best  they  know  how. 

Mr.  Farrington.  I  am  in  favor  of  doing  for  them  everything  we 
possibly  can. 

Mr.  Bailey.  From  your  statistical  table,  give  me  the  allocation  to 
Puerto  Rico  for  last  year. 

Mr.  Farrington.  I  do  not  have  that,  Mr.  Bailey. 

Mr.  Bailey.  I  thought  you  were  reading  from  it. 

Mr.  Barden.  I  can  give  you  that.  For  last  vear,  Puerto  Rico  was 
$2,377,409. 

Mr.  Bailey.  What  was  the  allocation? 

Mr.  Barden.  They  would  have  received,  under  this  bill,  if  this  bill 
had  been  passed,  $2,539,650.  There  is  about  a  $200,000  difference. 
But  it  would  make  quite  a  difference,  and  it  would  about  double 
Hawaii’s. 

Mr.  Farrington.  If  you  remove  the  limitation,  Puerto  Rico  and 
the  Virgin  Islands  would  get  10  percent  of  $83,500,000,  and  that  all 
comes  out  of  the  States.  Whether  or  not  that  additional  fund  should 
be  provided  to  Puerto  Rico  is  something  for  you  to  decide,  and  not 
me.  And  I  am  for  giving  Puerto  Rico  everything  we  possibly  can. 
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Mr.  Gwinn.  I  think  that  you  said  you  never  had  been  to  Puerto 
Rico,  and  I  think  it  rather  looks  as  if  Mr.  Farrington  has  never  been 
to  Puerto  Rico.  I  do  not  believe  he  pretends  to  be  representing 
Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  Farrington.  I  do  not  represent  them,  of  course. 

Air.  Gaatnn.  As  you  indicate,  they  are  ready  to  speak  for  them¬ 
selves,  and  why  should  Ave  not  dispose  of  this  Avitness  and  proceed  to 
Puerto  Rico? 

Air.  Barden.  We  aauII  give  you  a  recess,  and  we  may  call  you  back. 

Air.  Farrington.  Thank  you  very  much,  Air.  Chairman. 

Air.  Bartlett  has  a  brief  statement  in  line  with  mine,  and  Air. 
Fernos-Isern  is  here,  also. 

Air.  Gavinn.  Mr.  Farrington,  I  think  Ave  are  all  delighted  to  hear 
that  your  per  capita  income  exceeds  that  of  the  United  States.  I  am 
wondering  Avhv  we  cannot  Avork  out  a  tax  system  to  help  us. 

We  are  getting  in  the  dependent  group  here,  and  you  fellows  are 
prospering  out  there. 

Air.  Farrington.  We  are  just  above  the  average,  and  there  are 
some  States  that  are  higher  than  we  are. 

Air.  Gavinn.  Have  you  ever  figured  out  whether  Hawaii  Avould  not 
be  better  off  to  repeal  this  school-lunch  program?  You  are  going  to 
be  taxed  a  disproportionate  amount.  You  are  going  to  pay  out  of 
Hawaii  more  than  you  get  back? 

Air.  Farrington.  Well,  Air.  GAA’inn,  if  you  AAmuld  exempt  us  from 
all  Federal  taxes,  we  might  be  Avilling  to  surrender  our  participation  in 
the  Federal-aid  program,  and  Ave  probably  Avould  be  far  ahead.  I  do 
not  think  that  that  is  the  solution  of  our  problem,  or  at  least,  I  have 
not  given  up  the  hope  that  Congress,  in  its  AAusdom,  will  ultimately 
realize  the  great  value  that  would  come  from  making  Hawaii  a  State. 

Air.  Gavinn.  I  agree  with  you  that  it  is  obvious,  on  the  figures,  that 
you  ought  to  be  treated  like  the  other  States,  but  I  understood  this, 
school-lunch  program  to  have  been  one  of  those  temporar}7  programs 
that  was  supposed  to  expire  long  before  this.  Did  you  understand  it 
that  way? 

Air.  Farrington.  I  am  not  informed  about  the  intention  of  those 
who  inaugurated  this  program. 

Air.  Werdel.  I  Avould  like  to  ask  one  question,  in  the  light  of  some 
of  the  discussions  yesterday. 

If  Ave  make  HaAvaii  a  State,  in  your  opinion  aauII  it  be  contiguous  to 
California,  avlII  the  boundaries  be  contiguous?  Who  aauII  oaatl  the- 
waters  between  California  and  HaAvaii? 

Air.  Farrington.  We  aauII  concede  you  eAmry thing  beyond  the 
3-mile  limit. 

Air.  Barden.  Gentlemen,  I  think  the  argument  is  going  to  sea. 
[Laughter.] 

We  will  hear  from  Air.  Bartlett  at  this  time. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  E.  I.  BARTLETT,  A  DELEGATE  IN  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  TERRITORY  OF  ALASKA 

Air.  Bartlett.  Aly  name  is  E.  L.  Bartlett,  Delegate  in  Congress 
from  Alaska. 

Air.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  appreciate  the 
opportunity  of  appearing  before  you  to  urge  favorable  consideration 
of  H.  R.  1732.  I  shall  not  make  an  extended  statement.  To  do  so 
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would  be  only  to  subject  you  to  needless  repetition,  because  Delegate 
Farrington  lias  stated  the  case  concisely  and  accurately,  in  my  opinion. 

Measured  in  dollars,  the  injustice  done  Hawaii  under  the  existing 
law  is  much  greater  than  to  Alaska.  Last  year,  under  this  program, 
Alaska  received  $11,684.  If  H.  R.  1732  had  been  law,  it  would  have 
received  $28,904. 

This  year  we  received  $10,551;  and  under  the  provisions  of  H.  R. 
1732,  we  should  have  received  $28,134. 

But  the  discrimination  exists,  nonetheless,  and  I  feel  very  keenly 
in  harmony  with  the  views  that  Mr.  Farrington  presented,  that  the 
incorporated  Territories  ought  not  to  be  placed  in  a  special  category. 
They  ought  to  be  treated  in  these  matters  exactly  as  the  48  States  are. 

As  Delegate  Farrington  said,  all  laws  of  national  application 
extend  to  Hawaii  and  Alaska,  and  we  pay  all  of  the  Federal  taxes 
required  from  the  States,  so  I  think  that  we  ought  to  be  treated  on  a 
basis  of  equality  in  a  program  such  as  this. 

I  hope  that  the  bill  will  be  favorably  reported  by  this  committee, 
and  subsequently  enacted  into  law. 

I  think  that  that  is  all  I  have,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Barden.  Mr.  Bartlett,  have  you  studied  the  question  closely 
enough  to  answer  this  question:  Would  not  the  removal  of  the  3 
percent  limitation  solve  the  problem? 

Mr.  Bartlett.  Speaking  of  that,  of  course  I  do  not  know  what  its 
effect  would  be  on  Puerto  Rico,  and  if  T  did,  maybe  I  would  not  be 
qualified  to  give  an  opinion  on  it,  but  I  have,  for  what  it  is  worth, 
a  general  view  that  Americans  everywhere  ought  to  be  treated  alike. 

You  indicated  a  while  ago  that  you  felt  that  way.  I  very  strongly 
do. 

Mr.  Barden.  I  understand  that  Puerto  Rico  has  a  whole  division 
in  the  Korean  War;  is  that  correct?  I  understand  it  is  a  regiment, 
that  is,  5,000  men.  That  is  more  than  Great.  Britain  has  in  there, 
is  it  not?  How  many  men  has  Great  Britain  in  that  thing? 

Mr.  Howell.  They  have  got  more  than  5,000,  I  think.  My 
impression  is  it  is  around  21,000, — air,  land,  and  sea;  it  is  21,000  to 
23,000. 

Mr.  Barden.  That  is  about  as  wide  a  range  as  you  usually  get 
when  you  ask  a  whole  group  of  Congressmen  a  question. 

Mr.  Bailey.  May  I  ask  Mr.  Bartlett  a  question? 

Your  small  participation  is  due  to  your  higher  income  per  capita? 

Mr.  Bartlett.  Our  income,  as  you  notice  from  Mr.  Farrington’s 
figure,  is  very  high;  but  also,  as  indicated  previously,  that  is  more  or 
less  meaningless,  because  the, cost  of  living  likewise  is  tremendously 
high.  In  February  of  this  year,  according  to  a  survey  made  by  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  cost  of  living  in  Fairbanks  was  47 
percent  higher  than  Seattle,  Wash.;  and  in  Anchorage,  the  principal 
scene  of  military  activities  in  Alaska,  the  cost  of  living  was  40  percent 
higher  in  that  same  month  of  this  year  than  in  Seattle. 

Mr.  Werdel.  Why  do  we  have  a  formula  to  disburse  these  funds 
on  the  basis  of  income  when,  if  you  have  a  higher  average  income, 
your  taxes  for  the  area  are  higher?  Now,  if  we  have  a  fund  of  this 
kind  in  the  United  States,  I  am  wondering  why  we  do  not  disburse 
it  on  the  basis  of  the  cost  of  living  as  near  the  local  areas  as  we  can 
get? 
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Mr.  Bartlett.  I  must  say  that  I  do  not  know  the  philosophy  that 
went  into  the  production  of  the  bill  which  is  now  law.  I  have  never 
reviewed  it,  and  I  simply  do  not  know  enough  about  it  to  give  you  an 
intelligent  answer  on  it.  I  think  that  you  have  a  valid  point,  however. 

Mr.  Vail.  Would  you  say  there  was  a  substantial  difference  in 
cost  between  school  lunches  in  Hawaii  and  Alaska?  For  example, 
Hawaii  is  a  fruit  country  and  Alaska  is  restricted  to  snow  and  ice. 

Mr.  Bartlett.  I  think  it  would  depend  on  the  lunch. 

Mr.  Vail.  I  would  imagine  in  Hawaii  they  can  reach  up  and  get  a 
pineapple  or  crack  a  coconut. 

Mr.  Bartlett.  We  can  pick  a  lot  of  cranberries  and  blueberries, 
and  we  could  feed  those  to  the  children  all  winter,  and  that  would 
be  pretty  cheap,  too. 

Mr.  Gwinn.  We  are  getting  an  education  in  this  school-lunch 
business.  What  do  the  children  in  Alaska  get  for  school  lunches, 
and  where  does  it  come  from? 

Mr.  Bartlett.  Most  of  it,  unfortunately,  is  shipped  from  the 
States,  and  we  do  not  produce  enough  there  in  agricultural  products 
to  feed  our  own  people,  and  so,  a  substantial  portion  of  everything 
that  is  consumed  in  the  Territory  by  way  of  food  has  to  be  shipped 
in;  and,  of  course,  that  adds  to  the  cost. 

Mr.  Potter.  Are  they  feeding  these  children  dehydrated  eggs  or 
powdered  eggs? 

Mr.  Bartlett.  I  have  eaten  them  several  times,  and  1  hope  not. 

Mr.  Gwinn.  Is  not  the  theory  applicable  to  the  school  lunch 
applicable  to  all  of  us,  primarily  the  surplus  agricultural  commodities, 
and  you  should  be  receiving  a  iot  of  cereal  and  potatoes  and  that  sort 
of  thing. 

Mr.  Bartlett.  I  assume  that  that  is  the  case.  I  know  that  the 
Alaska  Native  Service  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  particularly  is 
sharing  in  that  type  of  program. 

Mr.  Gwinn.  Roughly  how  much  Federal  taxes  does  Alaska  pay  to 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Bartlett.  I  hope  you  will  not  hold  me  to  this  figure,  but  my 
rather  vague  recollection  is  that  we  paid  $16  million  last  year;  and  I 
should  emphasize  there,  that  is  not  a  fair  statement  of  the  contribution 
made  by  the  economy  of  Alaska  to  the  Federal  Treasury,  because  our 
big  salmon  corporations,  and  our  big  gold  mines,  and  our  big  con¬ 
tracting  firms  which  are  doing  business  on  a  very  large  scale  in  Alaska, 
have  their  headquarters  offices  elsewhere,  and  Alaska  gets  no  credit  for 
the  income  taxes  paid.  So  I  should  say  that  the  figure;  if  it  could  be 
properly  applied,  would  be  around  double  that,  or  perhaps  much 
more,  even,  because  of  so  much  contracting  work  going  on  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  Gwinn.  If  you  pay  $16  million  to  the  Federal  Government, 
your  income  is  very  high,  and  therefore  your  relative  contribution  is 
very  high. 

Mr.  Bartlett.  Yes. 

Mr.  Gwinn.  And  your  cost  of  living  does  not  bring  down  your  tax 
burden,  does  it? 

Mr.  Bartlett.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Gwinn.  You  never  get  back  more  than  20  percent  of  the  money 
you  pay  out,  in  any  form  of  Federal  aid? 

Mr.  Bartlett.  Xo. 
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Mr.  Gwinn.  That  means  that  Alaska,  in  order  to  get  this  miserable 
little  school-lunch  figure  of  $28,000,  will  pay  out  several  times  that  in 
taxes  to  get  it  back? 

Mr.  Bartlett.  I  think  that  that  is  illustrated  very  well  by  what 
went  on  in  the  road  program  in  the  Territory,  if  I  may  just  take  a 
moment  on  that.  We  are  the  only  area  within  the  whole  United 
States  that  is  not  included  within  the  several  Federal  Highway  Aid 
Acts,  and  so,  all  during  the  1920’s  and  the  1930’s,  we  only  had  minor 
appropriations  made  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  roads. 

Then  at  the  start  of  World  War  II,  on  account  of  military  necessity, 
we  had  to  spend  a  lot  of  money,  and  we  are  still  spending  it,  which,  if 
it  had  been  done  before,  would  have  enabled  us  to  have  a  network  of 
roads  at  a  much  lower  cost  to  the  taxpayers. 

So  that  was  a  discrimination  against  the  Territory  which,  in  the  long 
run,  cost  the  Federal  Government  a  lot  of  additional  money. 

Mr.  Gavinn.  Then  you  would  be  much  better  off  to  get  rid  of  ail 
Federal  aid  and  keep  your  money  for  yourself,  and  you  would  have  a 
lot  more  money  to  spend  in  Alaska,  would  you  not? 

Mr.  Tackett.  That  has  not  a  thing  to  do  with  this.  We  are  not 
going  to  end  Federal  aid. 

Mr.  Barden.  May  I  interrupt  for  this  purpose,  and  I  would  not  do 
it  were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  Dr.  Fernds-Isern  must  go  to  a  sugar 
hearing,  and  he  is  very  much  interested  in  this  Puerto  Rican  situation. 

Mr.  Bartlett.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Barden.  I  did  not  know  that  your  time  was  running  so  short, 
Doctor. 

STATEMENT  OF  DR.  A,  FERNOS-ISERN,  THE  RESIDENT  COMMIS¬ 
SIONER  OF  PUERTO  RICO 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  ha\Te  a  prepared  statement  based  on  just 
what  the  bill  is  for,  but  I  think  that  I  should  speak  extemporaneously 
now  because  of  the  discussion  that  lias  gone  on  here. 

In  the  first  place,  I  have  never  understood  really  what  the  reason 
for  the  3-percent  pro\rision  in  the  school-lunch  law  has  been.  E\'i- 
dently,  it  Avas  not  a  matter  of  whether  taxes  were  paid  to  the  Federal 
Government  or  not  bv  the  Territories  or  possessions,  because  Haivaii 
and  Alaska  do  pay  taxes  and  they  are  in  with  us  in  that  3-percent 
category. 

If  the  criterion  were  need,  then  certainly  it  would  ha\Te  worked  the 
opposite  way,  and  we  might  have  been  classed  in  the  97  percent,  and 
the  States  in  the  3  percent,  because  the  need  is  so  much  greater  in 
Puerto  Rico  than  anywhere  else  under  the  flag. 

My  position  in  m}r  prepared  statement  was  simply  to  favor  the  bill 
insomuch  as  it  helps  Puerto  Rico  someAihat,  modestly  contenting 
ourselves  with  this  slight  gain.  However,  I  cannot  in  any  way  say 
anything  that  Avould  deter  from  the  words  of  the  chairman,  in  the 
sense  that  the  need  in  Puerto  Rico  is  very  great,  and  that  Puerto 
Ricans  are  citizens  of  the  Fhiited  States,  and  that  the  young  child 
attending  school  there  in  a  feAv  years  may  not  necessarily  be  there 
but  may  be  in  New  York  or  as  far  Avest  as  Oregon  or  eATen  in  Hawaii, 
and  even  in  Korea. 

The  situation  in  Puerto  Rico  is  that  if  Puerto  Rico  were  to  pay 
Federal  taxes,  then  again  I  say  the  school-lunch  law  would  have  to 
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be  amended  so  that  we  got  97  percent.  We  certainly  would  not  haye 
any  tax  basis  left  in  the  island,  with  a  low  per  capita  income,  as  has 
been  said  here  before,  of  only  $304  per  capita,  with  400,000  children 
in  the  schools  and  300,000  out  of  school  because  of  lack  of  facilities 
and  lack  of  resources  to  create  the  schools  and  pay  the  teachers. 

The  cost  of  living  in  Puerto  Rico  is  higher  than  in  Washington, 
D.  C.  The  reason  is  that  we  have  only  3,500  square  miles  of  terri¬ 
tory,  and  we  have  2,200,000  inhabitants  and  import  more  than  50 
percent  of  our  food. 

One  of  the  differences  between  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico  is  that 
Hawaii  has  almost  twice  as  much  territory  as  we  have,  almost  twice 
as  much  land,  and  they  have  only  about  less  than  one-fourth  our 
population. 

Of  course,  the  reason  may  be,  as  Mr.  Farrington  said,  that  the 
pioneers  went  to  Hawaii  only  in  1820,  and  the  pioneers  went  to 
Puerto  Rico  in  1508,  and  there  has  been  a  lot  more  pioneering  in 
Puerto  Rico  than  in  Hawaii,  and  the  land  lias  not  increased  itself  as 
the  population  has.  The  land  is  the  same  all  of  the  time. 

Well,  if  the  bill  were  amended  to  put  not  only  Hawaii  and  Alaska, 
but  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  on  the  same  basis  with  the 
States,  it  would  mean  about  twice  the  amount  for  Puerto  Rico  that 
we  get  now.  It  certainly  would  be  a  godsend,  a  tremendous  help, 
and  it  would  help  greatly  to  create  better  citizens. 

However,  if  it  is  considered  that  in  doing  that,  the  bill  might  be 
jeopardized,  then  I  would  patiently,  as  in  every  other  case,  be  willing 
to  compromise  and  say,  “Very  well,  let  Alaska  and  Hawaii  get  their 
share  as  the  States  do,  and  at  least  what  they  would  not  get  out  of  the 
3  percent  we  would  get,  and  that  would  be  a  help.” 

Mr.  McConnell.  May  I  ask  a  question,  and  I  have  asked  it  before. 

This  limitation  of  3  percent  does  what  to  the  quantity  and  quality 
of  lunch  received  by  the  children  of  Puerto  Rico?  Do  you  limit  the 
number  of  children  receiving  the  food,  or  do  you  give  less  to  a  larger 
number  of  children,  or  how  do  you  work  the  limitation? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  Well,  it  is  like  this:  This  ia  a  joint  program. 
The  Federal  Government  contributes  a  share,  and  the  government  of 
Puerto  Rico  contributes  a  share  to  the  program.  Now,  the  question 
is:  How  to  stretch  the  money  to  take  care  of  all  of  the  children  in 
school,  or  whether  you  can  increase  your  insular  government  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  point  where  you  take  care  of  all  of  the  children  properly. 

I  am  afraid  that  what  we  are  doing  is  just  spreading  it  thin,  because 
we  cannot  just  appropriate  out  of  our  own  money  very  much  more. 

Mr.  McConnell.  You  are  trying  to  give  less  to  a  larger  number  of 
children? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  That  would  be  the  only  way. 

Mr.  WTer.  Do  you  have  many  children  attending  school,  and  do 
you  have  compulsory  education,  that  all  children  within  certain  ages 
have  got  to  go  to  school? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  did  not  quite  get  the  question. 

Mr.  WTer.  Do  you  have  compulsory  education  in  Puerto  Rico? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  We  have  compulsory  education,  but - - 

Mr.  Wier.  You  do  not  have  the  buildings? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  That  is  right.  And  rather  than  make  the 
children  go  to  school,  the  children  who  want  to  go  to  school  make  the 
government  create  more  schools  for  them. 
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Mr.  Wier.  You  say  you  have  400,000  children  attending  school, 
out  of  700,000? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wier.  Are  all  of  the  400,000  children  participating  in  the 
lunch  program,  or  are  some  of  them  not? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  All  those  who  seem  to  have  a  need.  I  would 
not  be  able  to  say  what  figure  out  of  the  400,000. 

Mr.  Wier.  Then  there  are  school  children  that  are  not  participat¬ 
ing? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  am  certain  of  that,  not  all  of  them  do,  maybe 
because  they  have  food  at  home. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  clarify  some  of  our  thinking 
here? 

The  present  item  in  the  budget  appropriation  for  the  lunch  program 
is  $83,500,000,  and  your  3-percent  limitation  applied  to  these  four 
Territories  would  be  $2,505,000,  and  that  is  3  percent  of  $83,500,000. 

Last  year  Puerto  Rico  got  $2,377,000  of  that,  leaving  only  $128,000 
for  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

All  this  would  do  would  be  to  give  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  approximately  a  little  less  than  $100,000  that  has  been 
allocated  to  Alaska  and  Hawaii,  and  they  would  benefit  to  that 
extent.  That  is  all  that  is  involved. 

Mr.  Barden.  May  I,  at  the  risk  of  opening  up  something  that  is 
not  exactly  connected  here,  ask  the  doctor  a  question.  How  much 
sugar  do  you  raise  in  Puerto  Rico  now? 

Dr.  Fern6s-Isern.  Well,  our  production  is  about  1,300,000  tons. 

Mr.  Barden.  How  much  could  you  raise? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  Probably  we  could  go  up  to  1,500,000  tons,  if 
we  had  the  quota.  Now,  our  quota  is  only  910,000  tons  to  sell  in  the 
mainland,  and  we  are  producing  110,000  to  sell  in  Puerto  Rico  itself 
for  local  consumption;  and  we  are  producing,  and  we  have  been 
producing  for  3  or  4  years,  200,000  tons  up  and  above  that,  and  we 
have  had  a  terrific  time  finding  ways  to  sell  it  because  of  the  quota 
provisions. 

Mr.  Barden.  I  am  not  digging  anybody  or  trying  to  irritate  any¬ 
body,  but  what  is  Cuba’s  quota? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  Cuba  gets  whatever  would  be  the  difference 
between  the  domestic  production,  under  the  quota,  in  the  whole 
United  States,  and  the  consumption.  Well,  that  is  an  average  of 
3  million  tons  a  year. 

Mr.  Barden.  It  has  interested  me  for  a  good  long  time,  how  on 
earth  we  could  arrive  at  that. 

Mr.  Tackett.  As  long  as  Louisiana  can  encourage  people  to  do 
that. 

Mr.  Barden.  I  cannot  see  how  Louisiana  would  want  Cuba  to 
produce  3  million  tons,  and  we  cut  Puerto  Rico  to  900,000  tons. 
I  never  have  understood  it,  and  Puerto  Rico  is  our  own. 

Mr.  Bailey.  There  is  an  import  quota  set  up  under  the  reciprocal 
trade  agreement. 

Mr.  Barden.  I  wish  they  would  trade  that  word  off  for  a  10-cent 
word.  That  word  has  gotten  to  be  a  60-cent  word,  and  it  covers  a 
lot  of  problems  with  me. 

Mr.  Kearns.  If  the  chairman  will  yield  there. 

What  portion  of  the  sugar  goes  into  rum? 
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Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  No  part  of  it.  Rum  is  made  out  of  black¬ 
strap,  which  is  a  byproduct. 

There  is  something  that  I  might  add  there,  for  the  information  of  the 
committee,  since  we  are  on  this  question,  that  out  of  the  910,000  tons 
which  Puerto  Rico  is  allowed  to  sell  in  the  mainland,  we  may  sell 
only  126,000  in  a  refined  form.  The  rest  must  be  sold  raw. 

Mr.  Barden.  You  mean  you  cannot  refine  but  126,000  tons? 

Dr.  Fern6s-Isern.  Out  of  the  amount  we  send  to  the  mainland. 

Mr.  Barden.  And  the  rest  of  it  must  be  sent  to  the  mainland  where 
where  the  labor  of  the  mainland  gets  the  benefit  of  refining  it? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  We  have  been  under  that  limitation  since  1934, 
as  I  understand  it,  although  consumption  has  increased  1,800,000  tons 
from  that  time  to  now,  the  annual  consumption  now  is  1,800,000  above 
what  it  was. 

Mr.  Barden.  How  much  could  you  refine  down  there? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  At  present,  with  the  present  refining  capacity 
we  have,  we  could  refine  450,000  tons,  which  is  twice  what  we  are 
refining.  But,  of  course,  nobody  is  going  to  start  a  refinery  in  Puerto 
Rico  now  if  he  is  not  going  to  be  allowed  to  refine.  We  simply  cannot 
expand  our  refining  capacity. 

Mr.  Barden.  That  gets  me. 

Mr.  Potter.  To  get  back  to  the  bill,  Doctor,  I  believe  the  state¬ 
ment  was  made  that  if  the  3-percent  limitation  were  removed  for 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  you  would  then  receive  10  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  funds  appropriated  for  the  school  lunch  program;  is 
that  true? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  That  is  what  I  am  informed,  and  I  could  not 
vouch  for  it,  and  I  have  not  seen  the  figures. 

Mr.  Potter.  That  means  that  if  the  3-percent  limitation  were 
removed,  then  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  would  receive  10 
percent  of  the  total  appropriation  for  the  school  lunch  program? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  think  that  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Again,  let  me  emphasize  that  if  you  remove  Alaska 
and  Hawaii  from  this  3-percent  limitation,  they  will  move  over  into 
the  category  along  with  the  other  48  States,  and  whatever  that  alloca¬ 
tion  is  that  they  would  be  entitled  to,  it  will  have  to  come  out  of  the 
general  distribution  for  50  instead  of  the  original  48  States. 

On  the  other  hand,  all  it  will  do  will  be  to  benefit  the  Virgin  Islands 
and  Puerto  Rico  in  the  amount  that  is  now  being  allocated  to  Alaska 
and  Hawaii.  That  is  all  this  legislation  does. 

Mr.  Potter.  M}^  question  was  relating  to  the  statement  of  the 
chairman  about  the  3-percent  limitation. 

Mr.  Barden.  Let  me  ask  you  this  question:  Puerto  Rico  puts  up 
some  funds  in  this  program,  and,  with  an  economy  such  as  it  is  down 
there,  there  must  be  a  limitation  as  to  how  much  they  could  contribute. 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  That  is  exactly  correct. 

Mr.  Barden.  So  they  could  not  match  but  just  so  much,  could 
they? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  That  could  be  the  case,  although  the  invest¬ 
ment  should  be  so  profitable,  that  Puerto  Rico  would  squeeze  some 
money  out  of  its  revenues  and  put  it  into  this  program,  to  make  sure 
to  get  that  much  money  from  the  Federal  Government.  Puerto  Rico 
would  try  to  find  a  way  to  do  it,  because  it  would  mean  so  much  for 
the  children. 
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Mr.  Barden.  If  the  bridle  was  taken  off  of  Puerto  Rico  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  refining  of  sugar,  would  that,  with  its  collateral  industries, 
and  so  forth,  tend  to  solve  the  economy  of  Puerto  Rico,  or  confuse  it? 

Dr.  Fern6s-Isern.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  sugar  industry  of  Puerto 
Rico  could  develop  to  its  maximum,  and  if  the  quota  did  not  stop  us 
from  doing  it,  the  increase  in  raw  sugar  production  would  mean  an 
income  to  Puerto  Rico,  let  us  say,  just  to  1,200,000  tons,  mainland 
quota,  it  would  mean  an  increase  of  about  $30  million  a  year. 

Now,  sugar  refining  would  add  $30  million  more.  So  by  simply 
allowing  Puerto  Rico  to  produce  sugar  to  its  capacity,  and  refine  the 
sugar,  we  would  be  adding  no  less  than  $60  million  a  year  income  to  the 
economy  of  Puerto  Rico,  out  of  which,  of  course,  taxes  would  come. 

Mr.  Gwinn.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  overlook  another  fact.  If  you 
increase  Puerto  Rico’s  income  by  $24  million,  within  10  years  you 
'will  have  an  increase  of  population  that  will  come  right  up  to  the 
same  level  that  you  have  today,  will  you  not? 

Dr.  Fern6s-Isern.  That  is  possible,  although  it  has  been  shown 
everywhere  that  as  you  increase,  you  raise  the  level  of  existence,  as 
the  standard  of  living  goes  higher,  the  birth  rate  goes  lower. 

Mr.  Gwinn,  Has  that  been  true  in  Puerto  Rico?  That  is  an  inter¬ 
esting  question. 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  It  has  been  true  in  this  sense:  There  have  been 
studies  made,  and  groups  of  people  above  $1,000  income  a  year  have 
a  much  lower  birth  rate  than  those  below  $1,000  income  a  year. 
Those  living  in  the  countryside  have  a  higher  birth  rate  than  those 
living  in  the  cities.  It  is  industrialization,  higher  standard  of  living, 
and  a  change  in  the  pattern  of  life,  what  makes  for  a  lower  birth  rate. 
And  there  is  always  a  lag  between  death-rate  decrease  and  birth-rate 
decrease  in  every  country  where  modern  civilization  starts:  There  is 
first  a  decrease  in  the  mortality  rate,  in  the  death  rate,  and  that  has 
already  happened  in  Puerto  Rico.  And  there  is  always  a  lag,  but 
right  following  it  there  is  a  decrease  in  the  birth  rate  if  the  development 
of  the  country  goes  ahead  in  industrialization  and  urbanization,  and 
if  it  does  not  stay  just  under  the  efficient  measures  of  public  health, 
but  does  not  attain  higher  standards  of  living. 

Air.  Gwinn.  Doctor,  the  United  States  has  been  in  Puerto  Rico 
now  all  of  these  .years,  and  your  population  has  increased  enormously 
during  that  period,  has  it  not? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  We  have  doubled  our  population  in  40  years, 
while  the  United  States  has  doubled  the  population  in  50  years,  so  we 
have  been  going  a  little  faster. 

Air.  Gwinn.  As  a  result  of  raising  the  economic  income  of  Puerto 
Rico,  you  have  doubled  your  population,  and  now  you  have  nearly 
half  of  your  school  children  out  of  school. 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  We  have  nearly  that  many  out  of  school. 

Air.  Gwinn.  Does  this  school-lunch  program  benefit  the  children 
who  are  not  in  school  at  all? 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Gwinn.  That  is  the  discouraging  factor,  to  me.  The  more  we 
give,  the  more  we  have  to  feed  and  fewer  are  fed  proportionately, 
apparently. 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  I  do  not  see  any  other  way  but  to  industrialize 
rapidly,  and  that  is  why  I  believe  it  is  unfortunate  that  right  there 
where  we  could  industrialize  the  easiest,  which  is  in  sugar,  we  cannot 
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industrialize.  We  are  trying  all  other  things  than  sugar,  although 
with  a  good  deal  of  difficulty.  That  is  one  of  the  solutions. 

The  other  is  a  temporary  matter,  migration.  It  is  either  we  create 
a  way  for  the  people  to  live  in  Puerto  Rico  and  stay  there,  or  they 
will  leave  the  island.  There  is  no  other  way  out. 

Mr.  Barden.  And  they  go  to  New  York. 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  They  are  going  everywhere. 

Mr.  Bailey.  In  order  to  expedite  matters,  I  move  we  accept  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  report 
this  bill  out  favorably,  with  instructions  that  it  do  pass,  and  with  the 
necessary  instructions  to  the  chairman  to  get  the  necessary  rule. 

Mr.  McConnell.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  second  that  motion. 

Mr.  Barden.  I  like  speed,  all  right,  but  we  have  not  heard  from 
either  of  the  Departments. 

Mr.  Bailey.  They  do  not  object  to  the  bill,  do  they? 

Mr.  Barden.  No,  but  I  wonder  if  the  committee  would  want  to 
give  any  consideration  to  the  question  of  whether  you  increase  the 
3  percent  remaining  to  4  percent,  and  going  beyond  that  might  put  a 
hardship  on  the  government  of  Puerto  Rico  or  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Mr.  Wier.  If  you  will  accept  that  first  motion,  I  will  make  an 
amendment  to  get  a  vote  on  it,  and  take  that  load  off  your  mind,  and 
I  will  offer  an  amendment  that  we  strike  out  the  3  percent. 

Mr.  Barden.  Let  me  get  myself  straight  here  for  a  moment.  Wo 
are  still  dealing  with  something  that  we  hardly  know  what  effect  that 
would  have,  either  in  Puerto  Rico  or  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Wier.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  are  the  very  one  who  proposed  in 
the  very  beginning  that  all  American  school  children  be  treated  equally, 
and  that  these  3  percent  or  secondary  citizenships  should  be  eliminated 
in  the  school  lunch  program;  and  so,  I  will  give  you  the  chance  by  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  Barden.  I  said  that  was  certainly  the  ideal  objective,  but  there 
is  a  lot  of  difference  between  a  suggestion  and  a  well  thought  out  propo¬ 
sition,  and  I  certainly  did  not  make  it  as  a  definite  proposal.  I  felt 
that  the  committee  should  give  it  some  consideration,  but  possibly 
we  can  do  that  on  the  floor  of  the  House,  and  each  member  of  the 
committee  certainly  has  the  privilege  of  introducing  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  when  it  comes  to  the  floor. 

Air.  Wier.  I  would  not  introduce  it  unless  it  was  accepted  here. 

Mr.  Barden.  There  is  a  motion  pending. 

Dr.  Fernos-Isern.  May  I  offer  my  prepared  statement  for  the 
record  and  be  excused? 

Mr.  Barden.  Yes. 

(The  statement  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  A.  Fern6s-Isern,  Resident  Commissioner  of  Puerto 

Rico 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  say,  straight  off,  that  as  the  Resident  Commissioner  of 
Puerto  Rico,  I  support  H.  R.  1732,  and  urge  its  favorable  adoption  by  your  com¬ 
mittee.  Under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  I  presume  that  both  Alaska  and  Hawaii  will 
receive  increased  revenues  from  the  national  school  lunch  fund  and  that  for  their 
purposes,  H.  R.  1732  would  be  desirable,  although  I  do  not  speak  for  the  two 
Territories. 

As  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  bill  is  acceptable  and  desirable,  inasmuch  as  it  would 
decrease  by  one-half  the  number  of  offshore  participants  to  receive  the  3  percent 
of  the  funds  appropriated  for  agricultural  commodities  for  the  school-lunch  pro- 
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gram,  as  well  as  the  funds  apportioned  for  nonfood  assistance  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  Public  Law  396  of  the  Seventy-ninth  Congress. 

Under  the  formula  followed  last  year,  Puerto  Rico  received  $2,377,490  for  the 
school-lunch  program,  whereas  if  the  funds  had  been  apportioned  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  bill  under  consideration  by  your  committee,  Puerto  Rico  would 
have  received  $2,539,650.  Thus,  with  the  greater  need  for  school-lunch  benefits 
in  Puerto  Rico,  H.  R.  1732  will  be  very  helpful. 

I  understand  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  its  report  to  your  com¬ 
mittee  has  proposed  that  a  proviso  be  added,  to  the  effect  that  in  each  year’s 
initial  apportionment,  the  per  capita  allotments  per  child  of  school  age  in  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  be  less  than  the  per  capita  allotment  per 
child  of  school  age  in  the  State  (other  than  Puerto  Rico  or  the  Virgin  Islands) 
with  the  lowest  per  capita  income.  The  effect  of  this  proviso  would  be  to  give 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  a  guaranty  of  at  least  3  percent  of  the  total 
mone}’S  appropriated  for  the  school-lunch  program.  However,  if  the  lowest  per 
capita  income  State  received  a  per  capita  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  greater 
than  Puerto  Rico  or  the  Virgin  Islands,  the  two  islands  might  receive  a  share  in 
excess  of  3  percent  of  the  total.  Naturally,  this  proviso  would  be  most  welcome 
to  Puerto  Rico  where  the  school-lunch  program  is  so  important.  Too  many 
children  in  Puerto  Rico  receive  their  only  full  meal  of  the  day  through  the  school- 
lunch  program. 

I  hope  that  the  committee  will  see  fit  to  accept  the  amendments  proposed  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  concurred  in  by  the  Department  of  Interior, 
and  report  H.  R.  1732  favorably. 

Mr.  Kearns.  I  would  like  to  suggest  to  the  committee  that,  before 
you  disturb  the  3  percent  for  Puerto  Rico,  the  committee  study  the 
report  of  the  subcommittee  on  the  school  situation  and  the  building 
needs  for  getting  300,000  children  into  school  that  could  then  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  program,  before  we  raise  the  quota  on  the  present  number 
of  children  that  are  in  school,  is  that  not  right,  Mr.  Howell? 

Mr.  Howell.  I  think  that  that  is  reasonable. 

Mr.  Bailey.  In  any  case,  this  just  simply  gives  Puerto  Rico  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  the  present  allocation  made  to  Hawaii  and  Alaska,  and 
they  are  better  off  under  this  bill,  and  so  why  worry  about  it? 

Mr.  Werdel.  That  is,  by  $100,000. 

Air.  Potter.  When  you  disturb  that  3  percent  limitation  on  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  that  means  you  are  going  to  take  away 
from  other  States,  funds  that  have  been  appropriated  for  the  lunch 
program. 

Mr.  Howell.  That  much  they  can  probably  stand. 

Mr.  Werdel.  It  amounts  to  9>1  million,  if  you  give  them  another 
1  percent  ;  you  give  them  $1  million  instead  of  the  $100,000. 

Mr.  Barden.  Now,  gentlemen,  pending  this  motion,  that  has  been 
seconded  by  Mr.  McConnell,  the  Agriculture  Department  proposes 
an  amendment  here,  and  as  I  understand  it,  the  Interior  Department 
proposes  an  amendment.  It  is  the  same  one.  No  discussion  of  the 
amendment  is  necessary. 

Mr.  Steed.  I  would  like  to  have  you  read  it. 

(The  report  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  June  6,  1951. 

Bon.  Graham  A.  Barden, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Barden:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  March  9,  1951,  for  a 
report  on  H.  R.  1732.  a  bill  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  with  respect 
to  the  apportionment  of  funds  to  Hawaii  and  Alaska. 

H.  R.  1732  would  remove  Alaska  and  Hawaii  from  the  present  provisions  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  which  limit  the  total  amount  made  available 
to  the  four  territories  and  possessions  (Alaska,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
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Virgin  Islands)  to  3  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated.  Under  H.  R.  1732,  Hawaii 
and  Alaska  would  participate  in  the  apportionment  of  funds  on  the  same  basis 
as  the  States  and  the  present  3-percent  limitation  would  apply  only  to  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

School  lunch  funds  are  apportioned  to  States  on  the  basis  of  a  formula  prescribed 
in  the  act,  which  takes  into  account  the  number  of  a  State’s  school-age  children 
and  its  per  capita  income.  The  limitation  restricting  the  extent  to  which  the 
territories  and  possessions  may  participate  in  the  apportionment  of  funds  was 
adopted  by  the  Congress  primarily  because  of  the  relatively  low  per  capita  income 
in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  (see  discussion  in  hearings  before  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  79th  Cong.,  on  H.  R.  2673  and  H.  R.  3143,  pp.  267- 
270).  When  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  was  passed,  the  certified  per  capita 
income  in  Puerto  Rico  ($191)  and  in  the  Virgin  Islands  ($115)  was  so  low  compared 
with  the  per  capita  income  of  the  United  States  ($  1,117;  that  unrestricted  par¬ 
ticipation  would  have  resulted  in  these  two  Territories  receiving  about  10  percent 
of  the  funds  appropriated,  while  having  only  2.1  percent  of  the  population  of 
school-age  children. 

The  same  situation  still  prevails.  The  latest  per  capita  income  figures,  certified 
by  the  Department  of  Commerce  at  the  time  of  the  apportionment  of  fiscal  year 
1951  funds,  reported  Puerto  Rico’s  per  capita  income  as  $304  and  the  Virgin 
Islands’  as  $182,  compared  to  a  United  States  average  of  $1,410.  Unrestricted 
participation  by  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  would  have  resulted  in  their 
receiving  about  10  percent  of  the  total  funds  available  for  food  assistance. 

The  level  of  income  in  Alaska  and  Hawaii  ($1,976  and  $1,503,  respectively)  is 
is  more  in  line  with  that  in  the  United  States.  Their  removal  from  the  3-percent 
limitation  would  greatly  augment  their  school-lunch  program  without  seriously 
affecting  the  allocation  of  funds  to  the  States.  If.H.  R.  1732  had  been  law  during 
the  fiscal  year  1951,  Hawaii  would  have  received  $195,516  instead  of  its  present 
apportionment  of  $73,320,  and  Alaska  would  have  received  $28,134  instead  of 
$10,551.  The  Department  favors  the  change  in  the  apportionment  of  funds  for 
Hawaii  and  Alaska  as  provided  in  the  bill. 

The  Department  would  not  object  to  a  reasonable  increase  in  the  apportionment 
to  the  Caribbean  territories  and  suggests  the  following  amendment  to  H.  R.  1732 
to  accomplish  such  an  increase: 

At  the  end  of  line  3,  page  2,  delete  the  period,  insert  a  colon,  and  add  the 
following:  “ Provided ,  That  in  each  year’s  initial  apportionment,  the  per  capita 
allotments  per  child  of  school  age  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall 
not  be  less  than  the  per  capita  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  in  the  State  (other 
than  Puerto  Rico  or  the  Virgin  Islands)  with  the  lowest  per  capita  income.” 

At  the  end  of  line  9,  page  2,  delete  the  period,  insert  a  semicolon,  and  add: 
“except  that  the  foregoing  shall  give  effect  to  the  requirement  of  the  proviso  in 
section  4.” 

If  H.  R.  1732  with  the  above  amendment  had  been  law  during  the  fiscal  year 
1951,  Puerto  Rico  would  have  received  $2,539,650  instead  of  its  present  appor¬ 
tionment  of  $2,377,490,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  would  have  received  $45,151 
instead  of  $43,639. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Pudget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report. 

Sincerely, 


Charles  F.  Beannan, 

Secretary. 


Mr.  Barden.  I  would  like  for  Mr.  Forsythe  to  give  his  interpre¬ 
tation  of  it,  and  for  the  representative  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  listen  to  it. 

Mr.  Forsythe.  We  have  marked-up  bills  prepared  for  the  members, 
to  show  that  amendment. 

The  amendment  is  intended  to  make  the  Virgin  Islands  and  Puerto 
Kico  participate  at  least  to  the  extent  of  the  State  having  the  lowest 
per  capita  income,  which  would  raise  the  figure  somewhat,  on  the 
basis  of  the  1950  distribution. 

Mr.  Steed.  Would  it  give  them  more  money? 

Mr.  Forsythe.  It  would  give  them  a  little  bit  more  money. 

Mr.  Steed.  Than  States  that  have  higher  incomes? 
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Mr.  Forsythe.  I  do  not  know  about  that. 

Mr.  Bailey.  How  much  money  would  it  give  them? 

Mr.  Forsythe.  This  amendment  would  give  approximately 
$162,000  to  Puerto  Rico,  and  approximately  $1,500  more  to  the 
Virgin  Islands. 

Mr.  Steed.  That  is  probably  a  good  solution. 

Mr.  Forsythe.  Under  the  Farrington  bill  without  the  amendment, 
they  would  get  about  $83,000,  to  be  divided  between  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands.  In  other  words,  there  is  approximately 
roughly  $162,000  to  be  divided  between  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  under  the  Agriculture  Department  amendment,  and  approxi¬ 
mately  $80,000  to  be  divided  under  the  Farrington  bill  without  the 
Agriculture  Department  amendment. 

Mr.  Barden.  Who  is  representing  the  Department  of  Agriculture? 

I  STATEMENT  OF  C.  ROY  MURPHY,  CHIEF  OF  THE  SCHOOL  LUNCH 

DIVISION,  PRODUCTION  AND  MARKETING  ADMINISTRATION, 

UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Murphy.  C.  Roy  Murphy,  Chief  of  the  School  Lunch  Divi¬ 
sion,  Production  and  Marketing  Administration,  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Mr.  Barden.  Mr.  Murphy,  do  you  concur  in  the  statement  made 
by  Mr.  Forsythe? 

Mr.  Murphy.  Yes,  that  is  correct.  That  is  the  amendment,  and 
it  is  concurred  in  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Barden.  Briefly,  your  reasons. 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  accepted  the  Farrington  bill  initially  as  it  stood, 
and  upon  representations  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  the 
Territories  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  deserved  additional 
consideration,  we  arrived  at  this  agreement,  that  they  would  get  an 
allocation  that  would  give  them  a  per  capita  rate  per  child  not  less 
than  that  of  the  lowest  income  State  on  the  mainland. 

Mr.  Barden.  That  is  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands? 

Mr.  Murphy'.  As  much  per  child  as  the  lowest  income  State  on 
the  mainland;  yes.  That  is  what  this  amendment  would  do. 

Mr.  Bailey.  That  is  the  State  of  Mississippi. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Presently,  it  is  the  State  of  Mississippi. 

Mr.  Steed.  I  have  been  waiting  to  ask  this  gentleman  here  a  couple 
of  questions. 

How  do  you  arrive  at  this  figure  of  $83,500,000  for  the  total  program 
as  the  appropriation  each  year? 

Mr.  Murphy.  We  make  an  estimate  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
and  we  pass  it  on  to  the  Congress,  of  our  needs  for  the  year. 

Mr.  Steed.  What  was  your  budget  request  when  you  got  the 
$83,500,000?  Did  they  grant  you  the  exact  sum  you  asked  for? 

Mr.  Murphy-.  The  request  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  the 
Congress  was  $83,500,000,  and  our  request  was  $100,000,000  to  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  Steed.  What  did  the  reduction  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
from  $100,000,000  to  $83,500,000,  do  to  the  contemplated  program 
that  you  outlined? 
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Mr.  Murphy.  Well,  it  cuts  it  back.  It  means,  for  the  most  part, 
that  the  charge  to  the  paving  children  will  be  higher. 

Mr.  Steed.  You  impoverished  the  program  in  individual  schools 
throughout  the  several  States  when  you  took  that  cut? 

Air.  AIurphy.  That  is  right.  It  eliminates  expansion,  too. 

Air.  Steed.  What  happened  in  your  budgetary  request  for  the  com¬ 
ing  fiscal  year,  for  this  Congress? 

Air.  Murphy.  The  same  thing. 

Air.  Steed.  You  got  the  full  sum  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
approved? 

Air.  Murphy.  There  is  an  amendment  in  the  Senate  now,  cutting 
administrative  expense  $136,000,  a  10-percent  cut  that  they  applied 
practically  to  all  programs,  but  the  program  money  will  remain  the 
same. 

Mr.  Steed.  The  reason  I  ask  these  questions  is  to  show  that  it 
really  is  ineffectual  for  us  to  sit  here  and  divide  this  $83  million  any 
way  we  like,  but  you  always  have  the  proposition  of  this  economy 
bloc  getting  ahold  of  your  budget,  and  you  have  no  assurance  that 
you  will  always  get  this  sum  of  money,  and  so,  if  we  do  not  hold  to 
some  point  of  reason  here  in  the  division  of  it,  we  are  going  to  wind 
up  penalizing  not  only  the  Territories,  but  the  States,  as  well,  in  the 
program. 

Mr.  Barden.  Alay  I  say  this,  and  I  am  going  to  put  the  motion 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  West  Arirginia  and  seconded  by  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  Air.  McConnell,  but  before  I  put  that 
motion,  I  think  caution  and  wisdom  probably  would  require  that  we  at 
least  have  the  language  of  this  amendment  studied  by  the  drafting 
counsel,  because  I  do  not  know  who  drafted  the  amendment  or  just 
what  the  language  is,  and  Air.  Forsythe  says  he  has  not  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  give  it  the  study  it  should  have. 

The  committee  is  meeting  again  Friday  morning,  and  I  am  won¬ 
dering  if  it  would  be  unanimously  agreeable  that  we  go  ahead  and  act 
on  the  motion  made  to  report  the  bill  out,  and  then  if  coimsel  raises 
any  objection,  the  matter  could  be  given  reconsideration  if  the 
objection  was  substantial,  and  it  could  be  given  reconsideration  on 
Friday  morning. 

Is  there  any  objection  to  that-  on  the  part  of  anyone? 

Air.  Werdel.  Your  proposal  is  to  report  the  bill  out  without  the 
amendment? 

Air.  Barden.  With  the  amendment  proposed  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  acquiesced  in  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and 
subject  to  the  check  of  the  counsel  to  see  the  effect  of  it. 

Air.  Werdel.  It  was  my  understanding  that  the  amendment,  when 
I  first  heard  about  the  amendment,  that  it  was  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  of  Dr.  Fernos-Isern,  as  suggested  by  the  Department;  and  I 
amend  the  gentleman’s  motion,  from  West  Virginia,  that  we  accept 
the  amendment  subject  to  the  conditions  the  chairman  mentioned  in 
the  bill. 
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Mr.  Bailey.  There  is  no  objection  to  that. 

Mr.  Gwinn.  I  do  not  think  that  we  get  the  implications  of  this  wide 
open  amendment.  The  witness  has  just  said  that  300,000  school 
children  get  no  lunches  at  all,  and  under  this  amendment  they  will 
have  to  be  included,  and  we  have  no  figures  on  the - 

Mr.  Barden.  Mr.  Gwinn,  the  very  purpose  of  my  suggestion  was 
to  put  a  little  caution  in  our  procedure;  and,  if  there  is  no  objection 
to  that  arrangement,  then  I  will  put  the  question. 

So  many  as  are  in  favor - 

Mr.  Steed.  What  are  you  doing  to  do  with  this  amendment? 
Suppose  that  this  proposed  amendment  here  rims  the  figure  above 
3  percent,  and  then  you  have  got  a  conflict  in  your  bill. 

Mr.  Forsythe.  That  is  why  I  want  to  look  at  the  language. 

Mr.  Steed.  It  says  it  shall  not  exceed  3  percent,  and  yet  you  say 
“Provided,  it  will  not  be  less  than”  another  figure. 

Mr.  Barden.  That  is  exactly  why  I  thought  a  fair  degree  of  caution 
be  exercised,  so  that  counsel  may  look  to  see  that  we  are  not  putting 
two  irresistible  points  against  each  other. 

Mr.  Steed.  The  appropriation  for  the  coming  year  has  already  been 
made,  and  by  increasing  these  sums  to  the  islands  and  the  territories 
you  are  going  to  impoverish  the  program  that  you  will  have  for  the  48 
States,  because  no  arrangements  are  made  here  to  increase  the  ap¬ 
propriation  total  to  absorb  that. 

Mr.  Bailey.  To  the  extent  of  the  difference  between  $81,000  and 
$162,000;  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Barden.  I  do  not  think  that  we  can  give  away  anything 
without  making  some  kind  of  sacrifice. 

Mr.  Steed.  I  think  that  you  should  realize  that  you  are  doing  it  at 
the  expense  of  other  children. 

Mr.  Barden.  Should  I  put  the  motion? 

As  many  as  are  in  favor  of  the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia,  seconded  by  Mr.  McConnell,  with  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement  attached,  let  it  be  known  by  saying  “Aye.”  Opposed, 
“No.” 

The  “ayes”  have  it,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Murphy.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  insert  in  the  record  a 
breakdown  of  the  apportionment  of  1951  funds  to  Territories,  and 
apportionment  proposed  by  H.  R.  1732  and  amendment. 

Mr.  Barden.  That  will  be  placed  in  the  record  along  with  the  table 
indicating  the  apportionment  by  States. 

(The  tables  referred  to  follow:) 
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National  school-lunch  program ,  apportionment  of  1951  funds  to  Territories,  and 
apportionment  proposed  by  H.  R.  1732  and  amendment 


State 

Per 

capita 

income 

(1948) 

Popula¬ 

tion, 

5  to  17 
(1948) 

Enroll¬ 

ment, 

School- 

lunch 

partici- 

1951  apportion¬ 
ment  under 
National  School 
Lunch  Act 

1951  apportion¬ 
ment  under 

H.  R.  1732 

1951  apportion- 
•  ment  under 
proposed 
amendment  to 
H.  R.  1732 

(United 

States, 

$1,410) 

1948-49 

pation, 

1951 

Total 

Per 

child 

(popu¬ 

lation) 

Total 

Per 

child 

(popu¬ 

lation) 

Total 

Per 

child 

(popu¬ 

lation) 

Alaska  __  .  . 

$1,  976 

21,000 

10,  889 

1,226 

$10,  551 

$0. 50 

$28, 134 

$1.34 

$28, 098 

$1.34 

Hawaii _  . 

1,503 

111,000 

107, 924 

62, 045 

73, 320 

.66 

195,  516 

1.76 

195,  265 

1.76 

Puerto  Rico  . 

304 

728,  000 

409,  839 

220. 510 

2,  377,  490 

3.  27 

2,  459,  849 

3.38 

2,  539.  650 

3. 49 

Virgin  Islands.. 
Lowest-ineome 

182 

8,  000 

6,  399 

4,  400 

43,  639 

5.46 

45, 151 

5.64 

45, 151 

5.64 

State _ 

758 

584,  000 

531,  581 

169,  955 

2,  047,  084 

3.  51 

2,  039,  716 

3. 49 

2,  037,  096 

3. 49 

Mr.  Barden.  We  will  meet  again  Friday  morning  at  10  o’clock. 
(Whereupon,  at  12  noon,  a  recess  was  taken  until  10  a.  m.  Friday. 
August  3,  1951.) 
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FRIDAY,  AUGUST  3,  1951 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  committee  met  at  10  a.  m.  in  room  429,  House  Office  Building, 
the  Honorable  Graham  A.  Barden  (chairman)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Barden,  Kelley,  Howell,  Steed,  Wier, 
Tackett,  McConnell,  Potter,  and  Berry. 

Present  also:  Fred  G.  Hussey,  chief  clerk;  John  S.  Forsythe,  general 
counsel;  David  N.  Henderson,  assistant  general  counsel;  Russell  C. 
Derrickson,  investigator;  John  O.  Graham,  minority  clerk — all  of  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 

Mr.  Barden.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

Gentlemen,  at  the  last  meeting  we  held  for  the  consideration  of 
H.  R.  1732,  we  directed  counsel  to  do  some  clearing  up  on  that  bill  to 
make  sure  that  it  was  proper  from  the  drafting  point  of  view. 

I  am  informed  that  the  attorneys  have  reworked  the  bill  and  sub¬ 
mitted  it  to  Dr.  Fernos-Isern  of  Puerto  Rico  and  to  Mr.  Farrington, 
and  all  are  pleased  and  satisfied  with  the  redoing  of  the  bill. 

(The  language  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

Amendments  to  H.  R.  1732 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“That  (a)  the  second  sentence  of  section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42 
U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1753)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  ‘The  Secretary  shall  apportion 
among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  afore¬ 
said  funds  made  available  for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities 
and  other  foods  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  total  of  such  apportion¬ 
ments  of  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed 
3  per  centum  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other 
foods  for  the  school-lunch  program;  except  that  in  the  case  of  the  first  apportion¬ 
ments  of  funds  from  any  annual  or  supplemental  appropriation  (and  only  in  such 
case)  the  apportionment  for  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  apportionment  for  the  Virgin 
Islands,  shall  be  not  less  than  that  amount  which  will  result  in  a  par  capita 
allotment  per  child  of  school  age  equal  to  the  per  capita  allotment  per  child  of 
school  age  in  the  States  (other  than  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands)  having  the 
lowest  per  capita  income  and  participating  in  such  first  apportionments. 

“  ‘(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  5  of  such  Act  (42  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1754)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Apportionments  of  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  for  nonfood  assistance  shall  be  determined  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  third  sentence  of  section  4.’ 

“(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  be  effective  only  with  respect  to 
sums  appropriated  after  the  date  on  which  this  Act  is  enacted.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  with  respect  to  the  apportionment  of  funds  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 
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Mr.  Barden.  In  the  absence  of  any  objection,  the  motion  made 
by"  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia  that  it  be  reported  out,  and 
which  motion  the  committee  adopted,  will  be  in  effect.  The  com¬ 
mittee  clerk  will  take  such  steps  as  are  necessary  and  proper. 

Mr.  Wier.  Do  you  mean  to  tell  me  that  the  attorneys  have  reached 
agreement  on  something? 

Mr.  Barden.  I  think  they  were  all  on  one  side. 

(Thereupon,  at  10:18  a.  m.,  Friday,  August  3,  1951,  the  committee- 
proceeded  to  other  business.) 

X 
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IH  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  19, 1951 

Mr.  Farrington  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education  and  Labor 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  with  respect  to  the 
apportionment  of  funds  to  Hawaii  and  Alaska. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  (a)  the  second  sentence  of  section  4  of  the  National 

4  School  Lunch  Act,  approved  June  4,  1946  (Public  Law 

5  Numbered  396,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  60  Stat.  230), 

6  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The  Secretary  shall  appor- 

7  tion  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than 

8  75  per  centum  of  the  aforesaid  funds  made  available  for 

9  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other 

10  foods  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  except  that  the  total 

11  of  such  apportionments  of  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Pico  and 
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1  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed  3  per  centum  of  the 

2  funds  appropriated  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other 

3  foods  for  the  school-lunch  program.” 

4  (b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  5  of  such  Act  is 

5  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The  total  of  such  funds  appor- 

6  tioned  for  nonfood  assistance  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico  and 

7  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed  3  per  centum  of  the 

8  funds  appropriated  for  nonfood  assistance  in  accordance  with 

9  the  provisions  of  this  Act.” 
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82d  Congress 
1st  Session 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


Report 
No.  825 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  AMENDMENTS 


August  9,  1951. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Barden,  from  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  1732] 

The  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
bill  (H.  R.  1732)  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  with 
respect  to  the  apportionment  of  funds  to  Hawaii  and  Alaska,  having 
considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  amendments  and 
recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows : 

The  committee  amendment  to  the  text  strikes  out  all  of  the  bill 
after  the  enacting  clause  and  inserts  in  lieu  thereof  a  substitute  which 
appears  in  the  reported  bill  in  italic  type. 

The  committee  amendment  to  the  title  of  the  bill  amends  the  title 
so  as  to  read: 

A  bill  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  with  respect  to  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  funds  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

STATEMENT 

The  accompanying  bill,  as  referred  to  the  committee,  would  remove 
Alaska  and  Hawaii  from  the  present  provisions  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  which  limit  the  total  amount  of  food  assistance  and  non¬ 
food-assistance  funds  apportioned  to  Alaska,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  to  3  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated.  Hawaii 
and  Alaska  would  participate  in  the  apportionment  of  funds  on  the 
same  basis  as  the  States  and  the  present  3-percent  limitation  would 
apply  only  to  Puerto  Rico  and  Virgin  Islands.  The  committee  sub 
stitute  to  H.  R.  1732,  which  has  been  prepared  after  consideration  of  a 
similar  amendment  suggested  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  does  not  change  H.  R.  1732  insofar 
as  Hawaii  and  Alaska  are  concerned.  However,  subsection  (a)  of  the 
committee  substitute  modifies  the  3-percent  limitation  by  providing 
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that,  in  the  case  of  the  first  apportionments  of  funds  from  any  annual 
or  supplemental  appropriation,  the  respective  apportionments  for 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  be  not  less  than  that  amount 
which  will  result  in  an  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  equal  to  the 
allotment  per  child  of  school  age  in  the  State  (other  than  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  Virgin  Islands)  having  the  lowest  per  capita  income  among 
the  States  participating  in  such  first  apportionments. 

School  lunch  funds  are  apportioned  to  States  on  the  basis  of  a  for¬ 
mula  prescribed  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  which  takes  into 
account  the  number  of  a  State’s  school-age  children  and  its  per  capita 
income.  The  limitation  restricting  the  extent  to  which  the  Terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions  may  participate  in  the  apportionment  of  funds 
was  adopted  by  the  Congress  primarily  because  of  the  relatively  low 
per  capita  income  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands.  (See  dis¬ 
cussion  in  hearings  before  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
79th  Cong.,  on  H.  R.  2673  and  H.  R.  3143,  pp.  267-270.)  When  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  was  passed,  the  certified  per  capita  income 
in  Puerto  Rico  ($191)  and  in  the  Virgin  Islands  ($115)  was  so  low 
compared  with  the  per  capita  income  of  the  United  States  ($1,117)  that 
unrestricted  participation  would  have  resulted  in  these  two  Territories 
receiving  about  10  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated,  while  having 
only  2.1  percent  of  the  population  of  school-age  children. 

The  same  situation  still  prevails.  The  per  capita  income  figures 
certified  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  at  the  time  of  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  fiscal  year  1951  funds  reported  Puerto  Rico’s  per  capita 
income  as  $304  and  the  Virgin  Islands  as  $182,  compared  to  a  United 
States  average  of  $1,410.  Unrestricted  participation  by  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  would  have  resulted  in  their  receiving 
about  10  percent  of  the  total  funds  available  for  food  assistance. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  level  of  income  in  Alaska  and  Hawaii 
($1,976  and  $1,503,  respectively)  is  in  line  with  that  in  the  United 
States.  Their  removal  from  the  3-percent  limitation  would  augment 
their  school-lunch  program  without  seriously  affecting  the  allocation 
of  funds  to  the  States.  At  the  same  time,  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  would  receive  moderate  increases  in  their  respective  appor¬ 
tionments. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
in  reporting  their  comments  on  H.  R.  1732  to  the  committee,  suggested 
an  amendment  to  the  bill  which  was  designed  to  assure  that  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  would  not  be  in  a  position  less  favorable 
than  that  of  the  State  having  the  lowest  per  capita  income.  This 
amendment  would  provide  a  small  increase  for  Puerto  Rico  in  addition 
to  that  made  possible  under  H.  R.  1732,  as  referred  to  the  committee, 
without  reducing  materially  the  apportionment  to  any  other  State. 
The  committee  has  redrafted  the  amendment  suggested  by  these 
Departments  in  order  to  make  it  clear  that  the  limited  exception  from 
the  3-percent  limitation  for  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  will 
apply  only  to  the  first  apportionment  of  any  annual  or  supplemental 
appropriation  in  any  fiscal  year  and  will  not  apply  in  the  case  of  a 
reapportionment  of  funds.  The  committee  amendment  should  not 
be  construed,  however,  in  case  of  a  reapportionment,  as  requiring 
a  reduction  in  funds  previously  apportioned  to  Puerto  Rico  and  the 
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Virgin  Islands  in  the  event  that  the  State  with  the  lowest  per  capita 
income  returns  money  which  it  is  unable  to  utilize  and  thus  voluntarily 
reduces  its  allotment  per  child  below  that  of  Puerto  Rico  and  the 
Vi  rein  Islands. 

Since  the  State  with  the  lowest  per  capita  income  may  not  partici¬ 
pate  in  an  apportionment  of  any  supplemental  appropriation  because 
of  not  being  able  to  utilize  additional  money,  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  provides  that  the  State  having  the  lowest  per  capita  income 
among  those  participating  in  such  apportionment,  shall  be  used  as  a 
standard  to  determine  the  minimum  allotment  per  child  for  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Subsection  (b)  of  the  committee  substitute  amends  the  last  sentence 
of  section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  so  as  to  provide  the 
same  changes  in  the  method  of  apportioning  funds  for  nonfood 
assistance  as  would  be  made  (by  subsec.  (a)  of  the  substitute)  in  the 
method  of  apportioning  funds  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other 
foods.  Under  this  provision,  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
would  be  entitled,  in  the  case  of  the  first  apportionments  made  from 
any  annual  or  supplemental  appropriation  for  nonfood  assistance 
(and  in  such  case  only)  to  an  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  not 
less  than  the  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  in  that  State  (other 
than  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands)  having  the  lowest  per  capita 
income  among  the  States  participating  in  the  apportionments  in 
question. 

Subsection  (c)  of  the  committee  substitute  provides  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  made  by  the  bill  shall  not  apply  to  sums  appropriated  on  or 
before  the  date  on  which  the  bill  is  enacted,  but  only  to  sums  appro¬ 
priated  thereafter. 

The  table  set  forth  below  shows,  for  each  of  the  Territories  and 
possessions,  the  apportionment  and  the  allotment  per  child  of  school 
age  from  1951  fiscal  year  funds  under  present  law,  and  what  such 
apportionment  and  allotment  per  child  would  have  been  for  such 
fiscal  year  under  H.  R.  1732,  as  referred  to  the  committee,  and  under 
H.  R.  1732  with  the  committee  amendment. 


State 

1951  apportionment 
under  National 

School  Lunch  Act 

1951  apportionment 
under  H.  R.  1732 

1951  apportionment 
under  committee 
amendment  to  H .  R . 
1732 

Total 

Per  child 
popula¬ 
tion 

Total 

Per  child 
popula¬ 
tion 

Total 

Per  child 
popula¬ 
tion 

Alaska.  ..........  .. 

Hawaii.. .  ...... 

Puerto  Rico. . 

Virgin  Islands _  _  _ 

Lowest  income  State _ 

$10, 551 
73, 320 
2,  377,  490 
43,  639 
2,  047,  084 

$0.  50 
.66 
3. 27 
5.46 
3.  51 

$28, 134 
195,  516 
2,  459,  849 
45, 151 
2, 039,  716 

$1.34 
1.76 
3.38 
5. 64 
3.49 

$28, 098 
195, 265 
2, 539, 650 
45, 151 
2, 037, 096 

$1.34 
1.76 
3.49 
5. 64 
3.49 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 


In  compliance  with  paragraph  2a  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill, 
as  introduced,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be 
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omitted  is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics, 
existing  law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Sections  4  and  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (Public  Law  396, 

79th  Cong.) 

apportionments  to  states 

Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the  authorization 
contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  excluding  the  sum  specified  in  section  5,  shall 
be  available  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying,  during  such  fiscal  year,  agricultural 
commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  school-lunch  program  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the  States  during 
each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  aforesaid  funds  made  available 
for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,  except  that  the  total  of  such  apportionments  of  funds  for 
use  in  [Alaska.  Territory  of  Hawaii.  Puerto  Rico, 3  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  shall  not  exceed  3  per  centum  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  agricultural 
commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  school-lunch  program.  Apportionment 
among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  The  number  of 
school  children  in  the  State  and  (2)  the  need  for  assistance  in  the  State  as  indi¬ 
cated  by  the  relation  of  the  per  capita  income  in  the  United  States  to  the  per 
capita  income  in  the  State.  The  amount  of  the  initial  apportionment  to  any 
State  shall  be  determined  by  the  following  method:  First,  determine  an  index  for 
the  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and  (2);  second,  divide  this  index  by  the 
sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the  States;  and,  finally,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained 
to  tne  total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  the  number 
of  school  children  in  the  State  shall  be  the  number  of  children  therein  between 
the  ages  of  five  and  seventeen,  inclusive;  such  figures  and  per  capita  income  figures 
shall  be  the  latest  figures  certified  by  the  Department  of  Commerce.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  Act,  “school”  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of 
high-school  grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include 
nonprofit  child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico. 
If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are 
available  under  this  Act  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall 
make  further  apportionments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the  same  manner. 

Sec.  5.  Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  $10,000,000  shall  be  available  to  the 
Secretary  for  the  purpose  of  providing,  during  such  fiscal  year,  nonfood  assistance 
for  the  school-lunch  program  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  apportion  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  the  aforesaid  sum  of 
$10,000,000,  and  such  apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  on  the  basis  of 
the  factors,  and  in  accordance  with  the  standards,  set  forth  in  section  4  with 
respect  to  the  apportionment  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods.  The 
total  of  such  funds  apportioned  for  nonfood  assistance  for  use  in  [Alaska,  Territory 
of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico.l  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed  3 
per  centum  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  nonfood  assistance  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  this  Act. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  19, 1951 

Mr.  Farrington  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education  and  Labor 

August  9, 1951 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To 

1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 


amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  with  respect  to  the 
apportionment  of  funds  to  Hawaii  and  Alaska. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 


-That  -fa)-  the  second 
School  Lunch  Aety 

is  amended  to  read  as 
tion  among  the  States 


of  section  -4-  of  the 
June  -4j  -1646  (Public  Law 
Congress,  60  Stah  OOOfy 
The  Secretary  shah  appor- 


7 


each  fiscal  year  not  less  than 


2 


1  7b  per  centum  el  the  aforesaid  funds  made  available  lev 

2  seed  year  lev  supplying  agricultural  eommedities  and  ether 

3  leeds  under  the  previsions  el  this  Arp  except  that  the  total 

4  el  such  apportionments  el  funds  lev  use  hr  Puerto  Pice  and 


5  the  Virgin 


n  I  I  ti  i  \  f 
uliclJI  11U  L 


6  funds  appropriated  lev  agrieuhural 

7  foods  lev  the 

Q  /  ]  i  \  npi~>  A  1  oj- 

O  I  U  I  _L  livT  lUot' 

9  amended  to  read  as 


b  per  centum  el  the 
aed  ether 


program. 

el  section  b  el  sneh  Act  is 
“Phe  total  el  sneh  funds  appor- 


10  tinned  lev  nonfood  assistance  for  use  in  Puerto  Piee  and 

11  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  net  exceed  b  per  centum  el  the 

12  funds  appropriated  for  nonfood  assistance  in  accordance  vdth 

13  the  provisions  el  this  AetA 

14  That  (a)  the  second  sentence  of  section  4  of  the  National 

15  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1753)  is  amended  to 

16  read  as  follows:  “The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the 

17  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum 

18  of  the  aforesaid  funds  made  available  for  such  year  for 

19  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  under  the 

20  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  total  of  such  apportionments  of 

21  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Pico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall 

22  not  exceed  3  per  centum  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  agri- 

23  cultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  school-lunch 

24  program;  except  that  in  the  case  of  the  first  apportionments 

25  of  funds  from  any  annual  or  supplemental  appropriation 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 


& 

f awe?  only  in  such  case ) ,  the  apportionment  for  Puerto  Pico, 
and  the  apportionment  for  the  Virgin  Islands,  shall  he  not 
less  than  that  amount  which  will  result  in  an  allotment  per 
child  of  school  age  equal  to  the  allotment  per  child  of  school 
age  in  the  State  (other  than  Puerto  Pico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands)  having  the  lowest  per  capita  income  among  the 
States  participating  in  such  first  apportionments 

(h)  The  last  sentence  of  section  5  of  such  Act  (42 
U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1754)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Ap¬ 
portionments  of  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Pico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  for  nonfood  assistance  shall  he  determined  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  third  sentence  of  section  4.” 

(c)  The  amendments  made  hy  this  Act  shall  he  effective 
only  with  respect  to  sums  appropriated  after  the  date  on 
which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to  amend  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  with  respect  to  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  funds  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Pico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands.” 
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Oct.  15,  1951 
Cong.  Record  No.  193 


H  0  U  5  E 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  Passed  as  reported  H.  B.  1732,  to  provide  for 
allocation  of  school  lunch  funds  to  Hawaii  and  Alaska  on  the  same  basis 
as  the  States  and  to  provide  that  such  allocations  to  Puerto  Rico  and 
the  Virgin  Islands  shall  be  at  least  as  large  per  school  child  as  for  the 
lowest -income  State  (pp.  13413-4). 
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82d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  1 732 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

October  16  (legislative  clay,  October  1),  1951 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  with  respect  to  the 
apportionment  of  funds  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  (a)  the  second  sentence  of  section  4  of  the  National 

4  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1753)  is  amended  to 

5  read  as  follows:  “The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the 

6  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum 

7  of  the  aforesaid  funds  made  available  for  such  year  for 

8  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  under  the 

9  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  total  of  such  apportionments  of 
10  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall 
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OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


OFFICE  OtT&DGET  AND  FINANCE 
(For  Department  Staff  Only) 


Issued 
For  actions  of 


June  1952 
Jun/5,  1952 
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Appropriations  . .  .I,3,l4#36 
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Immigration. ........... .29 
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Price  control... . ...2 
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Road  authorizations . ...... .113 
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St .  Lawrenc  e  Wate  may  . . ,30 

School  lun6h  program. ....... .5 
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Surplus  commodities.; . . . .3 

Taxation. . . . 31 

Transportation. . ........... .23 

Veterans’  benefits. . 12,32 

Water  utilization. . .........27 


HIGHLIGHTS;  Both  Houses  agreed  t\  conference  report/on  3rd  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  Senate  debated  defense  production  bill.  Senate  made  agricultural  aporo- 
priation  bill  its  unfinished  business.  Senate  received  nomination  of  Duggan  to  FCA. 
Senate  committee  reported  bill  to  increase  school  lunch  funds  for  territories  and 
possessions.  House  adopted  conference  report  on  foreign  aid  bill.  House  passed  cot¬ 
ton  parity  standard  bill.  House  passed  K^e^m  .veterans T  G.  I.  bill. ‘  Conferees 
agreed  on  report  for  road  authorization  hi! 


r 


?::HtD  SUPPLBIENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1352.  Bhdh  Houses  agreed' to  the  conference 
report  on  this  bill,  H.  P.»  69,47 ,  and  acted  on  amendments  which  had  been  reported 
in  disagreement «  The  bill  ywns  then  sent  to  the  President.  »  .The  House  agreed 
to  the  Senate  amendment  providing  $900  pay  increases  *  for  . certain "$l4, 000  offi¬ 
cials*  The  House  also  agreed  to  the  provision  that,  the  smoke—' jun-per  facilities 
item  be  the.  total  cost  .dt  the  project.  The  House  reduced  the  item  for  Civil 
Scrvic e  Commission  investigations  to  $4,000,000,  and  the.  Senate  concurred  in 
this  action.  In  addition  to  the  items  listed  in  Digest  95*  the  bill,  as  finally 
•passed,  also  contains  an  item  of  $4,000,000  ( Senate  figureY  for  the  Immigration 
and  naturalization  Service  which  is  largely  for  the  Mexic anNcar.m- labor  program. 
During  House  debate,  Hep.  Fisher  moved  that  the  bill  be  recommitted  to  confer¬ 
ence  with  instructions  that,  the  .House  conferees  insist  on  disagreement  to  the 
Senate  amendment  increasing  the  amount  for  the  farm-labor  prograX,  but'  this 
notion  was  rejected,  35“1^9*Cpp.  6709,  67^7"56.) 


\ 


2.  DBFR1TSD  PRODUCT  I  GIT.  Continued  debate’  -on.  S*  2594,  to  continue  and  amend  the 

Defense  Production  Act  (pp.  6702-IO,  b7l2—  39) •  Rejected,  27“5^+»  a  Dir^een  amend¬ 
ment  /arring  -price  ceilings  after  Sept.  1,  1952,  on  any  material  or  service  un- 
les/it  is  in  short  supply  or  threatens  inflation  (pp.  6703-6).  Voted,  42g3S, 
in/favor  of  a  McFarland  notion  to  postpone  debate  on"  this  "bill  until  lion, ,  June 
,  after  Sen.  Byrd  had  presented  an  amendment  advising  the  President  to  use  the 
aft-Kartley  Act  in  connection  with  the  steel  strike. 


3.’ 


AGRTCCLTGEAti ^PROPSIATI  OITi Bttil,  £953*  This  till.  H.  R*  7314,  was  made  the 
Unfinished,  business  (pp.  67^,' ;67;42)  *  Sen*  Douglas  gave  notice  that  he  wi 
•..neve  to  susnend.  the  rules  aid  offer  ah  amendment  which  would  make  Sec*  32  of  the 
Act  of  Aug*  24r  1935-  (relating' to  ‘disposal  of  surplus  commodities)  merely /an 


'Will- 


authorization  gather.  $hin, a, permanent  appropriation.  In  addition,  Sens- 
*  tiX.  gias  submitted  various ‘amendment  s  which  they  intend/to  pro- 


4. 


•  iamsv  Case,  'and 
■pose  to  the  hill*  (p*  6701*) 

ITOIilKAIIOIT*  Received  the  nomination  of  Ivy  W*  Duggan  'to  'he  Gdvefnq^  of  FCA  for 
6  years  from  June  15 »  1-^52  (p.  6744). 


SCHOOL  LUHCH  PROGRAM*  .  Thq  .Laboy  .and  Public  Welfare  Committee  reported  with 
amendments  E*  R*.  1732*.  to  increase  the  .school  lunch  program  allotments  for  the 
"  territories  and,  possessions  (S*  Rept*'  lb-77)(p«  6698)'*’  ‘  ‘  *  ’ 


6* 


PERSOMEL*  The  Rules  and  Admi 
"'3061,  to  permit  and  assist  FeddrnL  per  so 
their  voting  franchise  (S.  Rept 


.strati  on  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S. 

nnel  and  their  families  to  exercise 


MIGRATORY, LABOR* ,  The.Lahor  and 
,  not  actually  report)  a  new  hill 
Labor  (p*  D544)  *  _ 


1675) (P.  6698)^  ' 

Public  Welfare  Committee  voted  to  report  (hut  die 
•ta.hlish  a  Fp/ebal  Commission  on  Migratory 


3.  PUBLIC  LADDS;  TAXATION*-  Sen.  Humphrey 
luticn  favoring  additional  Federal  nay  me 

.  (p.  6697). 


icrtt^C  a  Minneapolis  City  Council  reso- 
Ln  lieu  of  taxes  on  public  lands 


FARM  QREDIT*  Sen.'  Humphrey  inserted  a  lyrgujk  Falls ,Produc  tion  Credit  Association 
resolution  favoring  legislation  to  make  the  <x  operative  farm  credit  system  more 
independent  of  the  Federal  Government  (up*  6697-3). 


ic. 


rORHIC-E  AID.  Adopted  the  conference  report  on  H.  R..  7005 »  to  amend  the  Mutual 
Security  Act  .  of  1951  (pp*  6774-73).  ‘  '  \ 

£ 


11.  COTOT  PARITY.  Passed,  15 


as  reported  II.  R.  5713»  providing  that  Low  Midd- 


ling  3 ev on-o i ghih-i nch  cotton  shall  he  the  standard  grade  for  determining  pn.rity 
and  price  support  for  the  1952  cotton  crop  if  this  Department  makes  an  official 
estimate  that  the  195?  crop  will .equal  or  exceed  l6  million  bales.  This  bill  is 
designed  to  protect  farmers  against  a  disastrous  price  decline  if  they  produce 
l6  million  bales  or"  more  in  1952.  (pp.  6751-4.) 

12.  VETERA1TS *  BENEFITS.  Passed,  36l-l»  as  reported  H.  R.  7^56,  authorizing  educa¬ 

tional  and  training  allowances  for .  Korean  veterans.  The  bill  also  provides  home 
farm,  and  business  loan  credit  assistance,  old  age  and  survivor^  insurance 
credits,  and1' employment  assistance.,  (pp*  6753-61.) 

13.  RCAD  AUTHORIZATIONS.  Conferees  on  H,  ?.*  7340,  authorizing  appropriations  for 

•greed  to  file  (but  did  not  actu 


road  construction  in  195-4  and  1955t 


),  e^a;ui:  uo  v  uub  iiu  o  file) 

conference,  report.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  conferees  agreed  to  an 
.annual  total  of  0550  million  for  Federal -aid -to  highway -systems  for  each  of  the 
f  i  scvl'  year s . .  (p .  D5 47  * ) 

l4.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Agreed  to  conferences  with  the  Senate  on  the  following  bil! 

H.  R.  6354,  TreasurypPost .  Cffice.Appropriat ion  bill  for  1S53»  appoint in^  as. 
conferees  Reps.  Gary,  Fernandez,  Passman,  Sieninski,  Cannon,  Canfield*  Wil 
(ind. ),  James,  and  Taber,  (p.  6745).  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  April 
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|  No.  1677 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  AMENDMENTS 


June  5,  1952. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Hill,  from  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  sub¬ 
mitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  1732] 


The  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.  R.  1732)  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  with 
respect  to  the  apportionment  of  funds  for  food  and  nonfood  assistance 
to  the  Territories  and  possessions,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  with  amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill, 
as  amended,  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as 'follows: 

In  order  that  the  provisions  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  be 
extended  to  Guam  it  is  recommended  that  H.  R.  1732  be  amended 
as  follows: 

1.  Page  1,  line  10,  insert  “,  Guam”  immediately  after  the  words 
“Puerto  Rico”. 

2.  Page  2,  line  6,  insert  the  words  “the  apportionment  for  Guam/' 
immediately  before  the  word  “and”. 

3.  Page  2,  lines  9  and  14,  insert  “,  Guam”  immediately  after  the 
words  “Puerto  Rico”. 

4.  Page  2,  between  lines  16  and  17,  insert  a  new  subsection  “(c)” 
as  follows: 

(c)  Section  11  (d)  (1)  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  LT.  S.  C.,  sec. 
1760  (d)  (1))  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “(1)  ‘State’  includes  any  of  the 
forty-eight  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam 
and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 

5.  Page  2,  line  17,  reletter  subsection  “(c)”  as  subsection  “(d)”. 

The  committee  amends  the  title  of  the  bill  so  as  to  read : 

Ati  act  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  with  respect  to  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  funds  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 


PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

The  major  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  remove  Alaska  and  Hawaii 
from  provisions  of  sections  4  and  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
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(60  Stat.  230,  42  U.  S.  C.,  secs.  1753,  1754).  These  sections  now 
limit  the  total  amount  made  available  to  Alaska,  Hawaii,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  to  3  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated 
annually  for  the  school-lunch  program.  Under  the  bill,  as  reported 
by  the  committee,  Hawaii  and  Alaska  would  participate  in  the 
apportionment  on  the  same  basis  as  the  States. 

The  present  3-percent  limitation  would  continue  to  apply  to  Puerto 
Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  and  in  addition  the  bill  would  make  this 
limitation  applicable  to  Guam.  However,  the  bill  modifies  the  effects 
of  the  3-percent  limitation  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  by  adding  a  proviso  that  in  the  first  apportionment  of 
funds  each  year,  the  allotments  per  child  of  school  age  in  Puerto  Rico, 
Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  would  not  be  less  than  the  per  child  of 
school  age  received  by  the  State  (other  than  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  or  the 
Virgin  Islands)  with  the  lowest  per  capita  income  among  the  States 
participating  in  such  first  apportionments. 

The  school-lunch  funds  are  apportioned  to  the  States  on  a  basis 
of  a  formula  described  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  which  takes 
into  account  the  number  of  State  school-age  children  and  its  per 
capita  income.  The  limitation  restricting  the  extent  to  which  the 
possessions  and  Territories  may  participate  in  the  apportionment  of 
funds  was  adopted  by  Congress  primarily  because  of  the  relatively 
low  income  in  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands.  When  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  was  passed,  the  certified  per  capita  income  in 
Puerto  Rico  ($191)  and  in  the  Virgin  Islands  ($115)  was  so  low  com¬ 
pared  with  the  average  per  capita  income  in  the  United  States  ($1,117) 
that  unrestricted  participation  would  have  resulted  in  these  Terri¬ 
tories  receiving  about  10  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated  when 
they  only  had  2.1  percent  of  the  population  of  children  of  school  age. 

The  same  situation  exists  at  the  present  time.  The  latest  per 
capita  income  figure  certified  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  shows 
Puerto  Rico  per  capita  income  as  $318  and  the  Virgin  Islands  as  $226 
compared  to  the  United  States  average  of  $1,436. 

On  the  other  hand  the  level  of  per  capita  income  in  Alaska  and 
Hawaii  was  $2,044  and  $1,285,  respectively.  These  figures,  of  course, 
show  that  the  removal  of  Alaska  and  Hawaii  from  the  3-percent 
limitation  would  augment  their  school-lunch  program  without  seriously 
affecting  the  allocation  of  funds  to  the  States. 

If  H.  R.  1732  had  been  in  effect  as  law  last  year,  Alaska  would  have 
received  $28,098  instead  of  the  $10,551  it  actually  received  in  1951 
apportionment;  Hawaii  would  have  received  $195,265  instead  of 
$73,320. 

H.  R.  1732,  as  recommended  by  the  committee,  would  also  provide 
an  increase  in  the  apportionment  to  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin 
Islands.  If  the  bill,  as  recommended,  were  law  last  year,  Puerto 
Rico  would  have  received  $2,539,650  instead  of  the  $2,377,490  actually 
received  in  accordance  with  the  1951  apportionment  under  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act;  and  the  Virgin  Islands  would  have  been 
given  $45,151  instead  of  $43,639.  The  slight  increases  for  these  two 
are  made  possible  without  reducing  materially  the  apportionment  to 
any  other  State. 

In  enacting  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  the  Congress  declared 
it  to  be  our  national  policy,  as  a  measure  of  national  security,  to  safe¬ 
guard  the  health  and  well  being  of  the  Nation’s  children  by  providing 
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adequate  and  nutritious  lunches  through  a  school-lunch  program. 
Under  section  4  of  the  Organic  Act  of  Guam  citizenship  was  conferred 
on  the  inhabitants  of  Guam.  Furthermore,  in  its  report  to  the 
Congress  (H.  Doc.  212,  82d  Cong.)  the  Commission  on  the  Application 
of  Federal  Laws  to  Guam  appointed  by  the  President  pursuant  to 
section  25  (b)  of  the  Organic  Act  of  Guam  (64  Stat.  384,  390 ;  48  U.  S.  C. 
sec.  1421  c  (b)),  recommended  the  extension  of  the  national  school- 
lunch  program  to  Guam.  The  children  of  Guam,  as  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  should  receive  the  full  benefits  of  the  national  school- 
lunch  program.  Extension  of  the  act  to  Guam  would  not  only  do 
much  toward  safeguarding  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  school 
children  of  this  Pacific  Territory,  but  would  also  implement  the  basic 
objectives  and  policy  of  the  act.  There  are  some  10,000  children  on 
Guam  who  would  be  eligible  to  share  in  the  benefits  of  the  national 
school-lunch  program.  Under  the  bill,  as  recommended  by  the 

committee,  Guam  would  have  received  $ — - -  under  the  1951 

apportionment. 

The  3-percent  limitation  for  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  will  apply  only  to  tbe  first  apportionment  of  any  annual  or 
supplemental  appropriation  in  any  fiscal  year  and  will  not  apply  in 
the  case  of  a  reapportionment  of  funds.  These  provisions,  however, 
should  not  be  construed  in  the  case  of  a  reapportionment,  as  requiring 
a  reduction  in  funds  previously  apportioned  to  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  in  the  event  that  the  State  with  the  lowest  per 
capita  income  returns  money  which  it  is  unable  to  utilize  and  thus 
voluntarily  reduces  its  allotment  per  child  below  that  of  Puerto  Rico, 
Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Since  the  State  with  tbe  lowest  per  capita  income  may  not  partici¬ 
pate  in  an  apportionment  of  any  supplemental  appropriation  because 
of  not  being  able  to  utilize  additional  money,  the  committee  bill  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  State  having  the  lowest  per  capita  income  among  those 
participating  in  such  an  apportionment,  shall  be  used  as  a  standard 
for  the  minimum  allotment  per  child  for  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands. 

Subsection  (b)  of  the  bill,  as  recommended  by  the  committee, 
amends  the  last  sentence  of  section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  so  as  to  provide  the  same  changes  in  the  methods  of  apportion¬ 
ing  funds  for  nonfood  assistance  as  would  be  made  (by  subsec.  (a) 
of  the  bill)  in  the  method  of  apportioning  funds  for  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  other  foods.  Under  this  provision  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  would  be  entitled  in  the  case  of  the  first  appor¬ 
tionments  made  from  any  annual  or  supplemental  appropriation  for 
nonfood  assistance  (and  in  such  case  only)  to  an  allotment  to  per  child 
of  school  age  which  shall  not  be  less  than  the  allotment  of  per  school- 
age  child  in  that  State  (other  than  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands)  having  the  lowest  per  capita  income  among  the  States  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  apportionments  in  question.  The  subsection  (c) 
in  the  present  bill  has  been  relettered  as  subsection  (d).  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  added  a  new  subsection  (c)  to  amend  the  definition  of 
“States”  to  include  Guam. 

Subsection  (d)  of  the  bill,  as  recommended  by  the  committee,  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  amendments  made  by  the  bill  should  not  apply  to  sums 
appropriated  on  or  before  the  date  on  which  the  bill  is  enacted,  but 
only  to  sums  appropriated  thereafter. 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  accordance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  the  changes  made  in  existing  law  by  the  bill  are 
shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in 
black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing  law  in  which 
no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Sections  4,  5,  and  11  (d)  (1)  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (Public 

Law  396,  79th  Cong.) 

apportionments  to  states 

Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the  authorization 
contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  excluding  the  sum  specified  in  section  5,  shall  be 
available  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying,  during  such  fiscal  year,  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  other  foods  for  the  school-lunch  program  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the  States  during 
each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  aforesaid  funds  made  available 
for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  [,  except  that  the].  The  total  of  such  apportionments  of 
funds  for  use  in  [Alaska,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,]  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed  3  per  centum  of  the  funds  appropriated 
for  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  school-lunch  program [.]; 
except  that  in  the  case  of  the  first  apportionments  of  funds  from  any  annual  or  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation  (and  only  in  such  case),  the  apportionment  for  Puerto  Rico, 
the  apportionment  for  Guam,  and  the  apportionment  for  the  Virgin  Islands,  shall 
not  be  less  than  the  amount  which  will  result  in  an  allotment  per  child  of  school  age 
equal  to  the  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  in  the  State  ( other  than  Puerto  Rico, 
Guam  and  the  Virgin  Islands)  having  the  lowest  per  capita  income  among  the  States 
participating  in  such  first  apportionments.  Apportionment  among  the  States 
shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  The  number  of  school  children  in  the 
State  and  (2)  the  need  for  assistance  in  the  State  as  indicated  by  the  relation  of  the 
per  capita  income  in  the  United  States  to  the  per  capita  income  in  the  State. 
The  amount  of  the  initial  apportionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the 
following  method:  First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors 
(1)  and  (2) ;  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the  States; 
and,  finally,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be  apportioned. 
For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  the  number  of  school  children  in  the  State  shall 
be  the  number  of  children  therein  between  the  ages  of  five  and  seventeen,  inclusive; 
such  figures  and  per  capita  income  figures  shall  be  the  latest  figures  certified  by 
the  Department  of  Commerce.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  “school”  means 
any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high-school  grade  or  under  and,  with 
respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit  child-care  centers  certified  as 
such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico.  If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so 
apportioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  available  under  this  Act  for  apportion¬ 
ment  among  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportionments  to  the 
remaining  States  in  the  same  manner. 

Sec.  5.  Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  $10,000,000  shall  be  available  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  for  the  purpose  of  providing,  during  such  fiscal  year,  nonfood  assistance 
for  the  school-lunch  program  pursuaut  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  apportion  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  the  aforesaid  sum 
of  $10,000,000,  and  such  apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  on  the  basis 
of  the  factors,  and  in  accordance  with  the  standards,  set  forth  in  section  4  with 
respect  to  the  apportionment  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods.  The 
total  of  such  funds  apportioned  for  nonfood  assistance  for  use  in  [Alaska,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,]  Puerto  Rico,  Guam  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall 
[not  exceed  3  per  centum  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  nonfood  assistance  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act.]  be  determined  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  third  sentence  of  section  j. 

Sec.  11.  *  *  *' 

(d)  *  *  * 

(1)  “State”  includes  any  of  the  forty-eight  States,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

October  16  (legislative  day,  October  1),  1951 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 

June  5,  1952 

Reported  by  Mr.  Hill,  with  amendments 
[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  tlie  National  School  Lunch  Act  with  respect  to  the 
apportionment  of  funds  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Pico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  (a)  the  second  sentence  of  section  4  of  the  National 

4  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1753)  is  amended  to 

5  read  as  follows:  “The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the 

6  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum 

7  of  the  aforesaid  funds  made  available  for  such  year  for 

8  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  under  the 

9  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  total  of  such  apportionments  of 
10  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Pico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
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shall  not  exceed  3  per  centum  of  the  funds  appropriated  for 
agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  school-lunch 
program;  except  that  in  the  case  of  the  first  apportionments 
of  fluids  from  any  annual  or  supplemental  appropriation 
(and  only  in  such  case) ,  the  apportionment  for  Puerto  Rico, 
the  apportionment  for  Guam,  and  the  apportionment  for 
the  Virgin  Islands,  shall  be  not  less  than  that  amount  which 
will  result  in  an  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  equal  to 
the  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  in  the  State  (other 
than  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands)  having 
the  lowest  per  capita  income  among  the  States  participating 
in  such  first  apportionments.” 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  5  of  such  Act  (42 
U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1754)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Ap¬ 
portionments  of  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and 
the  Virgin  Islands  for  nonfood  assistance  shall  he  determined 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  third  sentence  of  section  4.” 

( c )  Section  11  (d)  (1)  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  (42  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1760  (d)  (1))  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(1)  ‘ State'  includes  any  of  the  forty-eight  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Pico,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands .” 

-fef  (d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  be 
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1  effective  only  with  respect  to  sums  appropriated  after  the 

2  date  on  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to  amend  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  with  respect  to  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  funds  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and 
the  Virgin  Islands.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  October  15,  1951. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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desiAeo.  In  addition  to  til'd  committoo  amendments-.,  agreed  to  an  amendment  by 
Son.  CVso  to  eliminate  the  specific . author! sat  ion  for  the  Government  to  conduct 
or  contract  for  research  on  weather  control  and  to  he  liable  for  damage  su3 
connection  with  such  .research.  ;.(pp*  7909~11») 

.WATER  UTILIZATION.  Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  657 S,  providing  for  research  into 
and  development  of  practical  mean?  for  the  economical -production  frorar  s.ea  or 
other  saline  .Voters,  water  suitable  for  agricultural,  industrial ,  municipal,  'and 
other  beneficial  consumptive  uses.  -  Agreed  to  a  Case  amendment,  in' the  nature  of 
a  substitute,  to  eliminate  the  building  and  operation  of  a  planiyby  the  Interior 

..Department  and  aufchori-’zes  .in  lieu  thereof  the,  making  of  contracts,  with  private 
research  foundations  and  industry, '  and  an  increase  in  the'  amcifnt  of' funds  which 
mar?-  be  expended  frota  $1,000,000  to "  $2,000,000  over  a  5  year  period,  (pp.  7913~ 

15.)  '  ' 

mSDSlTSIOlT  V0KK.  Passed  Vs  reported  E.  .?..  6773 »  providing  for  additional  authori¬ 
zations  for  extension  wo^k  in  certain  states  which  -wou^d-  otherwise  lose  funds  as 
a  result  of  the  1950  census  (p«  7923)* 

.HARM  CENSUS.  Passed  as  repofSted  K.  R.  7202,  providing  for  an  agricultural  census 
in  October.  1954  and  decennially  thereafter  in  thff  same  month  (p.  7-912)  • 

RECLAMATION.  Passed  as  reported^!.  R.  2S13»  tof authorize  the  construction,  oper¬ 
ation,  and  maintenance  of  the  CoYLbran  rccl^yfiation  project ,  Colo.  (pp.  7933~4) . 

APPROPRIATIONS.  Sen.  McClellan  wasVpp  oinked  .an  additional  conferee  on  H.  R. 
736s,  Army  civil- functions  approprirrfc ior/bill  for  1953  (p.»  7905)* 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  Agreed  to  committee  ame ndment s  to  H. -R*  1732,  amending  the 
Rational  School  Lunch  Act  relative-  to  the '  apportionment  of -funds  to. Hawaii* 
Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  passed  over  consideration  of 
the  bill  after  Sen.  Johnston  objected  to  it  (pp.  7920-l). 


19  < 


D  , 


20. 


PURCHASING,  Agreed  to  a  committee  amendment 
24o7,  permitting  judicial  re/iew  of  Govarnhei 


the  nabure  of  a  substitute  to  S. 
contracting  officers1  decisions 


involving.,  questions  of  facl 
which  fraud'  is  alleged, 
objection  to'  the  bill  Lv/Sen 


arising  under  contracts  in  cases  other  than  those  in 
passed  over  further \onsiderat  ion- thereof  after  an 
Douglas  (P.  7917) 


21. 


TPAITSPORTATI OR.  Passed  over  S.  2653?  to  standardise  -rates'  for  'shipment,  of  house¬ 
hold  goods  shipped  by  the  Government  for  its  "employe os-.  .  Sen,  Morse  spoke  in 
opposition  to  this, -bill,  and  Sen.  Johnson  ('Cole.)  spokp  in  favor  *of.  it  (pp. 

7912-3.) 

TRANSPORT AT ION f  Passed  over  S.  2164,  -t'o  authorize  the  ICC'. to  revoke  or  amend, 
under  certain  condit  ions,  water  .carrier  cert  if  icatiens- -andVoorm  its ,  after  Hear¬ 
ing  an  explanation  of  the  measure  by  Se.n,.  .Johnson  . (,Colo, ) ,  apcl  ah  objection 
thereto  b/ Sen.  Morse  (p*.  79.26) 

Pasaed  over  S.  2355 »  to  establish  finality  of  contracts  between,  the  Govern¬ 
ment.,  and  common  carriers,  of  freight  and- passengers  to  the  ICC,  after  agreeing 
to  a  Committee  amendment,  and  after  an  objection -to  the  bill'by  Skn.  Aiken*(pp. 
792$^S). 

CREDIT  UNIONS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  2324,  to  amend  the  D.  C,  Crcdit\Unions  Act 
(p.  7942).  ' 


PURCHASING.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R„  7^05,  to  provide  for  the  establishment 


"by  the  Defense'  Depart nont'  of  a  single  supply  cataloging  system,  standardization 
of  stvralies,  etc,  (pp«  7 9 T ) » 

/ 

24.  WATER  RIGHTS,  Passed  with  amendments  S.  13,  to  authorize  suits  against  the  U.  S. 
to  adjudicate  and  administer  water  rights  (pp.  7951-2)* 

25*  LARD  TRARSFER.  Passed  with  amendment  S,  3052,  authorizing  G-SA  to .  transfer  to  the 
ITavy  Department  a  parcel  of  land  located  at  San  Diego  previously  "belonging  to 
USDA  and  udpd  in  connection  with  an.  emergency  rubber  project  (pp*  793^ — 7 ) 

26.  fcCESSBD  until'  Mon. »  Juno  23(p*7953).  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  as  announced  hy  the 
acting  majority  leader !  Mon.,  Puerto  Rican  constitution  and,/ if  time'  permits, 
duties  -on  tuna-fish  imports  and  Internal  Revenue  Code  amendments;  remainder  of 
the  week  undetermined;  except  that  "it  is  expected  that"  the  Interior  Department 
appropriation  "bill  will  he  taken  up  and  "it  is  hoped  that"  the  State,  Justice, 
Commerce  Departments  Nappropriat  ion  hill  will  he  considered,  during  the  latter 
part  of  the  week  (mo*  7952-3)  * 


27 


\ 


PILLS  INTRODUCED 


P  IK  SORREL  »  H.  R.  331 3,  hy 
vice  Retirement  Act  of  May  21 


/ 


Morrison,  to  amend’  section  1  (d)  of  the  Civil  Se 
1930.,  as  amended,  so  as  to  provide  certain  hone- 
fits  for  employees  engaged  in  l^w-onfprconcnt  /work  who  because  of  disability  or 
other. reasons  are  unable  to  complete  20  years  of  service  in  such  work;  to  Pest 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  (p.  79959  *. 

H.  R.  3324,  hy  Rep*  Hall,  to  permit  optional  retirement  .at  '60  years  of  age; 
to  Post  Office  and. Civil  Service  Commit two  (p*  7903)* 


23- 


STo  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY,  H.  J.  Res.  435, 


the  States  of  Maine,  Row  Hampshire, 
Indiana,  Michigan,  Illinois,  Wisconsin, 
the  Dominion  of  Canada,  with  respect  to 
Committee  (p.  7903)* 


authorize  a  compact  or  agreement  between 
Row  York,  Pennsylvania.,  Ohio, 
kprosota.,  .and  certain  other  States,  and 
St.  Lawrence  seaway;  to  Public  Works 


ITEMS  IR  APPENDIX  -  June  20 
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hO* 


PRICE  CONTROL.  Ren.  Garmat4  inserted  Ellis  Ar nail's  (director,  OPS)  letter  to 
the  editor  of  Business  denying  the  assertion  that  "top  staff  men  at  the 

Office  of  Price  Stabilization  are  working  on  a  plan  scrap  most  price  ceilings 
entirely"  (p,  A4o49)*/ 

Rep.  Harrison  inserted  Samuel  Eraser* s  (executive  Vice  president  of  the  In¬ 
ternational  Apple  Association)  statement  urging  removal  of  all  CPS  controls  on 
apples  and  nears  (pp*  A40S5— 6). 


TOBACCO.  Rep*  Wier  inserted  a  Washington  Post  article,  "Maryland  Affairs? 

Tobacco  Counties  Want  Props  Put  Back,"  discussing  the.problems\of  the  Maryland 
tobacco  farrier  and  favoring  Rep.  -Sasscer *  s  hill  which  would  provide  price  sup¬ 
port  for  the  1952  crop  of  Maryland  tobacco  (p.  A4070). 

/ 

31.  'COT TOR.  Rep .  Smith  inserted  a  Memphis  Commercial  Appeal  article  discussing  the 

•  ,  lasting  qualities,  of  cotton  (p.  A4o74). 

32.  MATERIAL  SHORTAGES*  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Jenison  favoring  the  Sr^O-ak 

amendment  to  the  Defense  Production  Act  extension  hill  which -would  make  ineffect¬ 
ive  the  International  Materials  Conference,  and  inserting  a  report  of  10  Hot 
Members  discussing  the  effects  of  controls  over  sulfur,  newsprint ,  copper, 
other  materials  (pp*  A4o77",&0)«  •  ■-  1  "  . 
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Frederick  J.  Powers  was  considered,  or- 
dered\o  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  ahd  passed. 


ANNA  FASULO 
2296)  for  the  relief  of 
ilo  was  considered,  or- 
ading,  read  the  third 


MO1: 

The  bill 
Mother  Arftia 
dered  to  a  third 
time,  and  passed. 


KLOMAN  INSTRUMENT  CO„  INC. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  2413)  the  relief  of 
the  Kloman  Instrument  Go.,  Inc.,  was 
considered,  ordered  to  a  tnkd  reading, 
read  the  third  time,  and 

MRS.  BEVERLY  BRUNELL  RC 

The  bill  (H.  R.  2510)  for  the 
Mrs.  Beverly  Brunell  Roth  was 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  I" 
understand  that  the  Navy  Department 
opposes  the  bill.  May  we  have  an  ex¬ 
planation  of  it? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
claimant  in  this  case  was  a  member  of  a . 
USO  entertainment  troupe  who  was  se¬ 
riously  injured  when  a  jeep  in  which  she 
was  a  passenger  was  overturned  on  the 
island  of  Saipan  on  October  16,  1945. 

The  Department  of  the  Navy  admits 
that  her  injuries  were  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  the  enlisted  man  who  was 
driving  the  jeep  at  the  time  of  the  acci¬ 
dent.  She  received  a  certain  amount  of 
compensation  under  an  insurance  con¬ 
tract  with  the  USO,  and  a  majority  of 
her  hospital  and  medical  expenses  were 
rendered  by  the  Government  at  no  cost 
to  her.  However,  she  has  suffered  a  cer¬ 
tain  degree  of  cosmetic  damage,  and  her 
talent  as  a  singer  has  been  impaired  to 
a  considerable  extent.  For  these  rea¬ 
sons,  the  committee  was  of  the  opinion 
that  she  is  entitled  to  compensation 
from  the  Government. 

This  bill  would  pay  her  the  amount  of 
$7,500  in  full  settlement  of  all  her  claims 
against  the  United  States  in  connection 
with  this  accident. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
considered,  ordered  to  a  third  reaq 
read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

SEBASTIANO  BELLO  El 

The  bill  (H.  F.  3155)  for 
Sebastiano  Bello,  Dino  Bianchi,  Pierino 
Ciccarese,  Vincenzo  Dali’  Alda,  Vittorio 
De  Gasperi,  Salvatore/  Puggioni,  Gio¬ 
vanni  Battista  Volpato'  and  Leone  Mon- 
tini  was  considered,'  ordered  to  a  third 
reading,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

GABRIELLA  RUBIDO  ZICHY 

The  bill  yft.  R.  3534)  for  the  relief  of 
Gabriella  Hubido  Zichy  was  considered, 
ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 


DR.  ALEXANDER  SYMEONIDIS 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  3600)  for  the  relief  of  Dr. 
Alexander  Symeonidis  which  had  been 
reported  from  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  with  an  amendment  to  strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert: 

That,  in  the  administration  of  the  laws 
relating  to  immigration  and  naturalization, 
Doctor  Alexander  Symeonidis  shall  be  held 
and  considered  to  have  been  lawfully  ad¬ 
mitted  to  the  United  States  for  permanent 
residence  as  of  August  25,  1947,  the  date  of 
his  first  entry  into  the  United  States. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

PACIFIC  FRUIT  EXPRESS  CO. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  3616)  for  the  relief  of 
le  Pacific  Fruit  Express  Co.  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 


; 


SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  may 


we 


has  a  type  of 
iwn\as  a  “tenancy 


i(e  an  explanation  of  the  bill? 

IcC ARRAN.  Mr.  President,  ttfis 
bill  provides  compensation  to  the  Pacific 
Fruit  Express  Co.  for  loss  of  certain  of 
their  property  situated  on  the  right-of- 
way  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  in  the 
vicinity  of  Walmla,  Wash.,  caused  by  the 
flooding  of  the  site  due  to  the  operation 
of  the  McNary  Dam. 

Although  all  other  property  owners 
are  able  to  be  compensated  by  the  Gov 
ernment,  this  claim 
property  interest 
at  will,”  and  unden'the  strict  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  law  cannot  be  compensated 
other  than  by  way  of  private  "legislation. 
The  amount  awarded  is  one  vdjich  has 
been  deteriqihed  to  be  just  and  reason¬ 
able  following  consultation  between  the 
interested  Government  departments  and 
the  claimant.'  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
tion  to  the  present  consideration 
of  .the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection  the  bill  was 
considered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading, 
read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

SAMUEL  THOMAS  WONG 
The  bill  (H.  R.  4067)  for  the  relief  of 
Samuel  Thomas  Wong  was  considered, 
ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 


La  Maza  was  considered,  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  aXd 
passed. 

ESTATE  OF  FLOYD  L.  GREENWOOD 
The  bill  (H.  R.  5479)  for  tl^' relief  of 
the  estate  of  Floyd  L.  Greenwood  was 
announced  as  next  in  order 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSpN.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  therein  involves  a  large 
sum  of  money,  and  I  believe  the  Record 
should  show  an/explanation. 

Mr.  McCARRfAN.  Mi'.  President,  this 
bill  provides  for  payment  of  $10,000  to 
the  estate  of  Floyd  L.  Greenwood,  of 

■f  Ky„  in  full  settlement  of  all 
;aid  estate  against  the  United 
the  wrongful  death  of  the 
L.  Greenwood  resulting  from 
it  involving  a  United  States 
:le  and  caused  by  the  admitted 
of  the  soldier  driving  the 
Army  vehicle. 

On  October  4,  1949,  a  soldier  at  Fort 
Knox,  Ky.  drove  a  truck  through  the 
gates  of  Fort  Knox  without  authority 
and  without  being  challenged  or  exam¬ 
ined  for  the  requisite  authority  and  sub¬ 
sequently  drove  this  truck  in  such  a  neg¬ 
ligent  manner  as  to  cause  a  collision  with 
a  taxicab  in  which  the  decedent  involved 
herein  was  riding  as  a  passenger,  causing 
the  latter’s  death. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  has  ad¬ 
vised  that  it  considers  the  proposed 
award  of  $10,000  to  be  fair  and  reason¬ 
able,  particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  decedent  left  surviving  his  wife  and 
10  minor  children. 

The  committee  concurs  in  this  opinion 
and  recommends  that  this  bill  be  consid¬ 
ered  favorably. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  (H. 
R.  5479)  for  the  relief  of  the  estate  of 
^oyd  L.  Greenwood  was  considered, 
ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
tiihe,  and  passed. 


ISABELLE  F.  STORY 

The  bill  (H.  R.  4070)  for  the  relief  of 
Isabelle  F.  Story  was  considered,  ordered 
to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 


SOR  EUFRASIA  GOMEZ  GALLEGO 
ET  AL. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  5208)  for  the  relief  of 
Sor  Eufrasia  Gomez  Gallego,  Sor  Fran, 
cisca  Gil  Martinez,  and  Sor  Rosalia  De 


PETER  MIHALY  BEREND 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  1)687)  for  the  relief  of  Peter 
Mihaly  Berend  which  has  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
with  an  amendrilent  to  strike  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That,  for  the  purposes  of  the  immigration— 
and  naturalization  lawSyPeter  Mihaly  Berend 
shall  be  held  and  considered  to  have  been 
lawfully  admitted  to  the  United  States  for 
permanent  residence  as  of1’ the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  act,  upon  t^ie  payment  of 
the  required  visa  fee  and  head  tax.  Upon 
the  granting  of  permanent  residence  to  such 
alien  as  provided  for  in  this  act,\he  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  shall  instruct  the  proper  quota- 
control  officer  to  deduct  one  number  from 
the  number  of  displaced  persons  who  shall 
be  granted  the  status  of  permanent  residence 
pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Displaced 
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sons  Act,  as  amended  (62  Stat.  1011;  64  Stat. 
219;  60  U.  S.  G.  App.  1963). 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

CHIZUKO  NAKAGAMI 

The  bill  (H.  R.  5759)  for  the  relief  of 
Chizuko  Nakagami  was  considered,  or¬ 
dered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 


VERONICA  MERITA  RITSON 

The  bill  (H.  R.  5957)  for  the  relieKof 
Veronica  Merita  Ritson  was  considered, 
ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 


FRED  AUGUSTUS  SNEAD,  JR. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  6023)  for  the  relief  of 
Fred  Augustus  Snead,  Jr.,  was  consid¬ 
ered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed. 


GORDON  UGLOW 
The  bill  (H.  R.  6231)  for  the  relief  of 
Gordon  Uglow  was  considered,  ordered  to 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

ADMISSION  OF  WONG  NG  CHIN 
CHUN  TO  THE  UNITED  STATES 

The  bill  (H.  R.  6259)  to  authorize  the 
admission  of  Wong  Ng  Chin  Chun  to  the 
United  States  was  considered,  ordered  to 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

LOUIS  R.  CHADBOURNE 

The  bill  (H.  R.  6264)  for  the  relief  of 
Louis  R.  Chadbourne  was  considered, 
ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 


17,  18,  and  21;  on  page  6,  to  strike  out 
lines  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  9,  10,  12,  13,  14,  15, 

16,  17,  18,  19,  and  25;  on  page  7,  to 
strike  out  lines  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  8,  11,  13,  14, 
22,  and  25;  on  page  8,  to  strike  out 
lines  1,  2,  3,  7,  12,  17,  19,  and  24;  on 
page  9,  to  strike  out  lines  1,  2,  3,  4,  9, 

18,  19,  20,  and  22;  on  page  10,  to  strike 
out  lines  1,  2,  3,  5,  8,  11,  12,  15,  and 
17;  on  page  11,  to  strike  out  lines  7,  8, 
13,  14,  19,  and  25;  on  page  12,  to  strike 
out  lines  1,  2,  3,  6,  9,  14,  19,  20,  23,  and 
24;  on  page  13,  to  strike  out  lines  2,  13, 
15,  16,  22,  24,  and  25;  on  page  14,  to 
strike  out  lines  1,  7,  8,  15,  and  25;  on 
page  15,  to  strike  out  lines  6,  7,  8,  9, 
10,  16,  17,  18,  20,  and  24;  on  page  16, 
to  strike  out  lines  1,  2,  ,4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  11, 

12,  13,  19,  20,  23,  24,  and  25;  on  page 

17,  to  strike  out  lines  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  11, 

13,  14,  18,  and  19;  on  page  18,  to  strike 
4  .out  lines  2,  3,  4,  5,  7,  8,  10,  17,  18,  19, 

24,  and  25 ;  on  page  19,  to  strike  out  lines 
1>2,  9,  12,  13,  15,  17,  and  24;  on  page 
20,  to  strike  out  lines  1,  3,  5,  6,  7,  10,  18,  •* 
22,  23,  and  24;  on  page  21,  to  strike  out 
lines  5,  8,  12,  21,  23,  24,  and  25;  o 
page  22,  to  strike  out  lines  10,  and  19? 
on  page  *23,  to  strike  out  lines  1,  4,  '5, 

8,  9,  10,  11,  12,  17,  18,  19,  20,  and  21; 
on  page  24,  to  strike  out  lines  1,  2,  8, 

9,  16,  17,  23,'  and  24;  on  page  25,  to 
strike  out  linesvl,  2,  4,  7,  8,  1 p,  18,  19, 
20,  21,  22,  and  23;  on  page  26,  to  strike 
out  lines  1,  6,  7,V  14,  16,  18,  19,  20, 
and  21;  on  page  27,  to  strike  out  lines 
4,  6,  10,  13,  14,  15,  16,  /9,  and  25;  on 
page  28,  to  strike  out  lines  1,  2,  5,  6,  8, 

9,  10,  11,  12,  16,  and  17:  on  page  29,  to 
strike  out  lines  3,  4,  5,  6,\7,  8,  9,  15,  16, 

19,  and  24;  on  pgge  30,  to  strike  out 
lines  1,  12,  17,  19,  and  20;  on  page  31, 
to  strike  out  liries  1,  2,  3,  9,  13,  14,  16, 
24,  and  25;  on  page  32,  to  strike  out 
lines  8,  9,  Iff,  11,  15,  16,  20,  and  on 
page  33,  to  strike  out  lines  7,  8,  16,  12, 


SUSPENSION  OF  DEPORTATION  OF 
CERTAIN  ALIENS 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  81)  favoring  the  suspension  of  de¬ 
portation  of  certain  aliens  was  considered 
and  agreed  to. 

(For  text  of  above  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion,  see  Congressional  Record  of  June 
4,  1952,  pp.  6603-6606.) 


RESOLUTION  FAVORING  GRANT  OF 
PERMANENT-RESIDENCE  STATUS 
TO  CERTAIN  ALIENS 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  191) 
favoring  the  granting  of  the  status  of 
permanent  residence  to  certain  aliens 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary  with  amend¬ 
ments  on  page  2,  to  strike  out  lines  5, 

6,  7,  18,  19,  20,  24,  and  25;  on  page  3, 
to  strike  out  lines  1,  2,  7,  9,  11,  and  21; 
on  page  4,  to  strike  out  lines  3,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  8,  9,  10,  12,  20,  23,  24,  and  25;  on 
page  5,  to  strike  out  lines  1,  7,  8,  15,  16, 


22,  23,  and  25;  on  page  36,  to  strike  out 
lines  1,  6,  7,  8,  14,  16,  17,  20,  22,  and  25; 
on  page  37,  to  strike  out  lines  1,  3,  5,  7, 

12,  17,  18,  and  21;  on  page  38,  to  strike 
out  lines  3,  4,  6,  9,  14,  15,  18,  23,  and 
25;  on  page  39,  to  strike  out  lines  1,  4, 
5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  11,  12,  13,  14,  15,  and  23; 
on  page  40,  to  strike  out  lines  2,  5,  6,  11, 

13,  14,  15,  16,  17,  and  18;  on  page  41, 
to  strike,  out  lines  3,  4,  8,  9,  14,  15,  16, 

18,  19,  22rand  23;  on  page  42,  to  strike 
out  lines  1,  2,  9,  20,  and  21;  on  page 

43,  to  strike  out  lines  1,  2,  3,  7,  9,  11,  12, 

13,  14,  19,  20,  21,  24,  and  25;  on  page 

44,  to  strike  out  lines  3,  4,  10,  11,  13,  18, 

19,  20,  and  22;  on  page  45,  to  strike  out 
lines  8,  9,  16,  17,  18,  19,  20,  21,  and  24; 
on  page  46,  to  strike  out  lines  3,  4,  8,  9, 
10,  17,  18,  21,  and  25;  on  page  17,  to 
strike  out  lines  1,  2,  8,  9,  17,  21,  22,  23, 
24,  and  25;  on  page  48,  to  strike  out 
lines  3,  4,  5,  and  6;  on  page  49,  to  strike 
out  lines  2,  4,  5,  11,  17,  21,  and  22;  on 
page  50,  to  strike  out  lines  2,  3,  4,  5,  7, 

14,  18,  19,  20,  and  21;  and  on  page  51, 
after  line  3,  to  insert: 

A-6421949,  Malaxa,  Nicolae. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  amendments  are 
agreed  to  en  bloc. 


Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President, 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  rrhe 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Nevada. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  4/Iine  1 1 ,  it 
is  proposed  to  strike  out: 

A-6887953,  Sefcik,  Ludvlk  Tata  or  Louis  H. 
Sefcik. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  M*(  President,  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to  strike 
out  one  name  from  the  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  which  the  Attorney  General  has 
requested  be  returned  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Department  of  Justice. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada. 

lendment  was  agreed  to. 

The^' concurrent  resolution  (H.  Con. 
Res./191),  as  amended,  was  agreed  to. 

BILL  PASSED  OVER 
The  bill  (S.  2115)  to  continue  the 
existing  method  of  computing  parity 
prices  for  basic  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties,  was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  By  request,  I  ask 
that  the  bill  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  passed  over. 

APPORTIONMENT  OF  SCHOOL- 
LUNCH  FUNDS  TO  UNITED  STATES 
TERRITORIES  AND  INSULAR  POS¬ 
SESSIONS— BILL  PASSED  OVER 
The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  1732)  to  amend  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  with  respect  to  the 
apportionment  of  funds  to  Hawaii,  Alas¬ 
ka,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com- 


17,  18,  19,  and  20;  on  page  34,  to  strike  mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  with 
out  lines  10,  12,  13,  and  21;  on  page  35,  amendments  on  page  1,  line  10,  after  the 
to  strike  out  lines  1,  5,  6,  8,  18,  19,  20v  name  “Puerto  Rico’’,  to  insert  “Guam”; 
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on  page  2,  line  6,  after  the  name  “Puerto 
Rico”,  to  insert  “the  apportionment  for 
Guam”;  in  line  10,  after  the  name  “Puer¬ 
to  Rico”,  to  insert  “Guam”;  in  line  15, 
after  the  name  “Puerto  Rico”,  to  in¬ 
sert  “Guam”;  after  line  17,  to  insert: 

(c)  Section  11  (d)  (1)  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  C.,  1760  (d)  (1) ) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(1)  ‘State’  includes  any  of  the  48  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  Hawaii,  Alaska, 
Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 

And  in  line  24,  to  reletter  the  subsec¬ 
tion  from  “(c)”  to  “(d).” 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  an  explanation  of  the  measure, 
as  amended? 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  under  the 
present  law  providing  for  the  school- 
lunch  program,  Alaska,  Hawaii,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  are  limited 
to  3  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated 
annually  for  that  program.  As  Senators 
will  recall,  the  main  factor  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  quota  of  each  State  or  Territory 
is  the  per  capita  income.  The  Terri¬ 
tories  of  Alaska  and  Hawaii  have  now 
reached  a  per  capita  income  which  is  in 
line  with  the  per  capita  income  of  the 
average  State  of  the  Union.  It  is  felt  to 
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be  only  fair  and  right,  their  per  capita 
income  having  reached  the  average,  so  to 
speak,  in  the  United  States,  that  they 
should  participate  in  the  program  on  the 
same  basis  on  which  the  States  partici¬ 
pate.  So  far  as  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  and  Guam  are  concerned,  their 
per  capita  incomes  are  still  very  low,  and 
I  believe  they  should  continue  under  the 
present  law. 


Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  object  to  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard.  The  bill  will  be  passed 
over. 

FILING  OF  RAILROAD  EQUIPMEI 
TRUST  AGREEMENTS,  ETC.— BILL 

PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  3161)  to  amend  part  I  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  to  provide 
for  filing  of  equipment  trust  agreements 
and  other  documents  evidencing  or  re¬ 
lating  to  the  lease,  mortgage,  condi¬ 
tional  sale,  or  bailment  of  railroad 
equipment  was  announced  as  next  in 
order. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  would 
appreciate  having  an  explanation  of  the 
bill  for  the  Record. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  there  has  developed  a  system 
of  providing  railroad  equipment  through 
an  arrangement  known  as  the  equipment 
trust,  whereby  life-insurance  companies 
and  other  corporations  finance  the  build¬ 
ing  of  locomotives,  freight  cars,  and  other 
railroad  equipment.  Under  the  law  the 
equipment  trusts’  records  must  be  re¬ 
corded  in  every  county  of  every  State 
through  which  the  railroad  operates. 
The  cost  for  each  recordation  runs  from 
$400  to  $500  for  each  record,  and  no 
good  purpose  is  served  by  it,  provided  the 
record  is  available  in  one  central  place 
where  it.  may  be  inspected  by  anyone  who 
is  interested.  That  proper  place,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  bill,  is  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is,  therefore,  to 
make  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission  the  recording  office,  and  not  to 
require  that  such  agreements  and'docu- 
ments  be  recorded  all  over  the  country. 
The  present  recording  system  costs  a 
great  deal  of  money,  takes  a  great  deal 
of  time,  and  does  not  serve  a  useful 
purpose. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  thank  the  Senator  from  Colorado,  and 
I  commend  him  and  his  committee  for 
this  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  obje. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  o f  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  let  me  ask  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  whether  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  approves  of  this 

bin? 

Mr.  JOHNSpN  of  Colorado.  Of  course, 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
like  many /other  Government  agencies, 
would  be  glad  not  to  have  additional 
work  assigned  to  it.  As  a  matter  of  fact. 


however,  the  Commission  did  not  make 
that  objection. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Was  there  any  objection  on  the  basis 
that  with  the  new  arrangement  it  might 
be  inconvenient  for  people  to  ascertain 
what  records  are  involved? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  No.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  the  system  inaugurated 
by  the  bill  will  be  much  more  convenient 
than  the  present  system,  which  requires 
one  to  go  to  the  various  counties. 

For  instance,  there  is  a  similar  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Act,  and  a 
similar  provision  in  the  Ship  Mortgage 
Act,  and  similar  provisions  in  the  case 
of  the  Motor  Power  Act  of  1919  and  the 
Transportation  Act  of  1920. 

In  the  Bills  of  Lading  Act  there  is  a 
imilar  provision  for  a  central  recording 
agency  and  policy  and  plan. 

r.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent 

Thk  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  has  already  been  made  to  present 
consideration  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  However,  I 
wish  to  ask  a  question. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  havs  objection  been  made  to 
the  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  /yes; 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken] 
objected  to  present  consideration  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr,  President, 
let  me  inquire  whether  passage  of  this 
bill  would  result  in  saving  considerable 
expense  to  the  public. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  It  would. 
As  I  have  said,  the  cost  of ‘each  mort¬ 
gage  recordation  is  $400  or  $500,  and 
many  of  them  are  required  to  be  made 
25  times.  Therefore,  when  $500  is  mul¬ 
tiplied  by  25,  the  expense  involved  can 
be  appreciated. 

As  I  have  said  repeatedly,  it  servea.no 
purpose,  but  is  simply  an  extra  expense 
and  requires  a  great  deal  of  work  on  tlife 
part  o/  the  recording  clerks  in  the 
several  counties  and  States. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  recording 
were  done  at  one  central  place,  it  would 
be  easy  for  persons  to  examine  the 
recordations,  of  course. 

On  December  31,  1951,  there  were 
$2,260,000,000  of  outstanding  mortgages 
of  this  kind,  in  the  form  of  equipment 
trusts.  So  it  can  be  realized  that  the 
business  is  a  rather  large  one  and  in¬ 
volves  an  immense  cost  to  someone.  In 
this  case,  the  someone  is  the  man  who 
has  a  freight-hauling  business  or  a 
passenger-hauling  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  has  been  made,  and  the  bill  will 
be  passed  over. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  next  bill  on 
the  calendar. 


AMENDMENT  OF  UNIVERSAL  MILI¬ 
TARY  TRAINING  AND  SERVICE 
ACT— BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (H.  R.  7714)  to  amend  the 
Universal  Military  Training  and  Service 
Act,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes, 
was  announced  as  next  in  order. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill?  / 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  let  me  say  there  may 
be  considerable  argument  in/iavor  of 
passage  of  the  bill,  but  I  shall  have  to 
object  to  its  passage  at  this  time.  I 
shall  state  very  briefly  my  reasons  for 
doing  so. 

This  bill  would  permit  the  President 
to  retain  for  the  Army  the  unit  organi¬ 
zation  numbers  of  National  Guard  units. 
The  State  of  South  Dakota  has  two 
National  Guard  units,  which  were  among 
the  first  called.  One  was  sent  to  Alaska, 
and  the  other  was  sent  to  Germany. 
Both  of  them  are  now  about  to  return 
or  are  in  the  process  of  returning  to  their 
home  States.  The  boys  who  have  served 
in  them  feel  that  those  National  Guard 
units  should  carry  back  to  their  States 
their  insignia,  unit  numbers,  traditions, 
and  the  history  of  their  organization. 

/This  bill  is  a  proposal  to  have  sort  of 
a  dual  system,  with  the  same  numbers 
retained  for  the  Army,  and  then  to  give 
the  National  Guard  units  additional  ini¬ 
tials,  NGUS,  so  as  to  identify  the  units 
when  they  return  to  the  States. 

However,  the  officers  and  men  of  our 
Guard  units  tell  me  that  the  men  in  the 
South  Dakota  units  feel  very  definitely 
that  the  enactment  of  this  bill  will  mean 
the  destruction  of  the  National  Guard, 
that  it  would  destroy  the  morale  of  the 
returning  officers  and  men,  and  that  if 
an  arrangement  of  this  sort  is  made, 
they  would  have  no  interest  in  trying 
to  maintain  the  Guard  units  or  recruit 
for  them  when  they  return  to  the  States. 

They  may  be  mistaken  in  their  under¬ 
standing  of  the  proposal.  It  may  be 
preferable  to  the  alternative  of  losing 
their  unit  or  outfit’s  number  altogether. 
They  may  not  see  the  problem  of  the 
Army  as  a  whole;  they  may  not  under¬ 
stand  the  5 -year  limitation  on  the  bor¬ 
rowing  of  the  unit’s  designation.  But 
before  this  step  is  irrevocably  taken,  they 
should  have  an  opportunity  to  know  the 
full  storj^ 

This  fnatter  has  been  the  subject  of 
considerable  discussion  and  correspond¬ 
ence  between  the  Governor  of  my  State 
and  the  Federal  Government,  with  the 
result  that  I  feel  this  bill  is  hardly  one 
which  should  be  passed  on  the  call  of 
the  Consent  Calendar.  I  believe  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  at  least  should  be 
postponed. 

Therefore,  I  must  ask  that  the  bill  go 
over. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  withhold  his 
objection,  in  order  to  permit  a  brief  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  bill  to  be  made? 

Mr.  CASE.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HUNT.  I  think  there  are  some 
features  of  the  bill  with  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  is  not  familiar. 

Enactment  of  this  bill  was  requested 
by  the  National  Guard  Association.  The 
reason  is  tljat  as  the  boys  arc  now  re¬ 
turning  from  their  24  months’  tour  of 
duty,  they  do  not  like  to  go  to  their 
home  States  and  reenlist  or  connect 
themselves  with  other  National  Guard 
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units Vhich  have  different  numbers,  dif- 
ferent\istory,  different  traditions,  and 
different  colors. 

So  theVpject  of  the  Jpill  primarily  is 
to  make  it^ossible  for  these  boys  again 
to  join  theirq^Ld  units. 

In  my  State— and  I  expect  the  same 
is  true  in  practically  all  the  other 
States — each  National  Guard  unit  has 
certain  traditions, \and  the  entire  State 
has  considerable  respect  for  its  National 
Guard  units. 

As  the  National  Guard  units  have  been 
called  up,  they  have  reported  at  approxi¬ 
mately  50  percent  of  theii‘  full  strength. 
When  those  units  entered  the  Federal 
service,  they  were  used  primarily  as 
training  units,  and  additional  men  were 
fed  into  them.  Then,  from  timd^o  time, 
as  men  were  needed,  the  Federal  author¬ 
ities  pulled  men  out  of  these  units  and 
sent  them  wherever  they  were  needed. 

The  situation  which  now  has  devel¬ 
oped  is  that  the  South  Dakota  or  Wyo^. 
ming  units  in  Korea  which  bear  the 
State  National  Guard  numbers  and  have 
the  State  National  Guard  colors,  are  no 
longer  South  Dakota  or  Wyoming  units 
in  the  true  sense  of  the  word  at  all.  Per¬ 
haps  very  few  of  the  men  who  originally 
were  with  the  units  are  still  with  them. 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  make  it 
possible  for  each  State  to  maintain  the 
colors,  the  traditions,  and  everything 
else  that  goes  with  a  National  Guard 
unit  for  a  particular  State,  and  not  to 
allow  these  units  to  be  dissipated  through 
the  Federal  Army. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  yield 
to  me? 

Mr.  HUNT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Is  it  not  true 
that  passage  of  the  bill  would  effect  sav¬ 
ings  of  approximately  $5,300,000  or 
more? 

Mr.  HUNT.  Passage  of  the  bill  would 
effect  tremendous  savings;  I  agree  with 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey. 

However,  the  principal  purpose  is  to 
allow  each  State  to  maintain  its  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  unit  colors  ^Rd  history, 
and  not  to  have  them  dissipated 
throughout  the  armed  services  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  war. 

If  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  con¬ 
tinues  to  object,  I  should  like  to  ask 
that  the  bill  be  placed  at  the  head  of 
the  next  calendar  call. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  let  jne  say 
that  I  think  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
has  accurately  described  the  purpose  of 
the  bill. 

Before  this  proposal  to  establish  a  sort 
of  dual  or  parallel  structure  was  pre¬ 
sented,  there  was  univ^sal  complaint, 
throughout  the  National  Guard  against 
proposals  to  take  over  the  guard  desig¬ 
nations  and  to  give''  them  entirely  new 
numbers.  Thp  present  proposal  is  cer¬ 
tainly  an  improyement  in  that  respect 
and  the  statement  that  the  National 
Guard  Association  has  endorsed  the  bill 
is  correct,  I  understand,  but  I  have  been 
told  by  some  that  they  felt  the  endorse¬ 
ment  was  given  under  considerable  pres¬ 
sure,  through  certain  military  in¬ 
fluences. 

It  would  be  impossible  for  me  to  agree 
to  have  the  bill  passed  by  unanimous 


consent,  at  this  time,  in  view  of  the  very 
strong  position  taken  by  the  two  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  units  of  my  own  State, 
which  are  returning  this  summer,  and  in 
view  of  the  position  taken  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  my  State. 

I  recognize  that  there  is  some  argu¬ 
ment  in  favor  of  passage  of  the  bill. 
However,  despite  what  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  has  said,  as  the  returning  men 
have  talked  to  me,  as  they  have  come 
through  Washington  or  as  I  have  heard 
from  some  of  them,  either  by  direct  cor¬ 
respondence  or,  by  way  of  correspond¬ 
ence  with  the  Governor  of  the  State,  I 
have  learned  that  they  do  not  feel  that 
the  enactment  of  this  bill  would  preserve 
the  National  Guard  units  of  the  States. 

A  returning  officer,  who  was  here 
within  the  past  month,  made  to  me  the 
flat  statement  that  he  felt  this  proposal 
for  dual  designations  would  destroy  the 
National  Guard  of  the  State. 

With  that  very  strong  feeling  on  the 
part  of  those  men,  I  am  constrained  to 
object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
is  made,  and  the  bill  will  be  passei 
ov 

m\  HENDRICKSON.  Mi'.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
withhold, his  objection  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  CASE.  Yes. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  should  like 
to  have  the  record  show  that  the  passage 
of  this  bill,  according  to  th^House  com¬ 
mittee  report,  and  according  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  report,  would  effect  sav¬ 
ings  of  $5,931,000.  That  is  quite  an 
item;  and  when  it  is  coupled  with  the 
argument  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
has  made  in  behalf  of  passage  of  the 
bill,  I  think  the  bill  should  receive  con¬ 
sideration  at  an  early  da£fe 

Mr.  CASE.  Let  me  stateNfhat  the  re¬ 
port  does  indicate - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  reminds  Senators  that  during  the 
call  of  the  calendar  the  Senate  operates 
under  the  5-minute  rule,  and  the  Chair 
feels*  that  the  time  available  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  measure  has  been  con¬ 
sumed. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  I  may  proceed  for 
an  additional  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  may  proceed  for  one  more  minute. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  wish  to  say  that  I  am 
interested  in  having  savings  made,  and 
apparently  there  would  be  an  initial  sav¬ 
ing  as  the  result  of  passage  of  this  bill. 
On  the  other  hand,  I  note  from  the  re¬ 
port  on  the  bill  that  eventually  both 
units  would  have  to  be  fully  staffed  and 
equipped  so  that  there  would  not  be  an 
ultimate  saving  in  the  cost  of  equipment 
and  the  maintenance  of  the  units.  So 
I  am  in  considerable  doubt  as  to  the 
actual  amount  of  saving  in  the  long  run. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mi'.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  at  this  time  I 
may  proceed  for  one  additional  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
will  be  recognized  for  an  additional  min¬ 
ute. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  contribution  by  the  Senator 


from  New  Jersey.  It  will  save  Jftie 
amount  of  money  that  he  has  mentioned. 
However,  I  want  to  impress  on  alp  Sen¬ 
ators  that,  if  reorganized  without  the 
benefit  of  this  bill,  units  of  the  National 
Guard  cannot  retain  their  dolors  and 
their  identity. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

AMENDMENT  OF  CIVIL  AERONAU¬ 
TICS  ACT  OF  1938— IMPOSITION  OF 

CIVIL  PENALTIES— BILL  PASSED 

TO  THE  NEXT  CALL  OF  THE  CAL¬ 
ENDAR 

The  bill  CS.  2213)  to  amend  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  so 
as  to  authorize  the  imposition  of  civil 
penalties  in  certain  cases. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  with 
an  amendment,  on  page  2,  line  21,  after 
the  word  “Board”,  to  insert  “or  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce”,  so  as  to  make  the 
bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  section  901  (a)  of 
the  Civil  Aeronautics  Act  of  1938,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  is  amended  to  read: 

“Civil  Penalties 

“safety,  economic,  and  postal  offenses 

“Sec.  901.  (a)  Any  person  who  violates 
(1)  any  provision  of  title  V  or  VI  of  this  act, 
or  any  provision  of  subsection  (a)  (1)  of 
section  11  of  the  Air  Commerce  Act  of  1926, 
as  amended,  or  (2)  any  provision  of  title  IV 
or  VII  of  this  act,  or  any  order^  rule,  or 
regulation  issued  under  any  such  provision, 
or  under  section  1002  (i) ,  or  any  term,  condi¬ 
tion,  or  limitation  of  any  permit  or  certificate 
issued  under  title  IV,-  or  (3)  any  rule  or 
regulation  issued  by  the  Postmaster  General 
under  this  act,  shall  be  subject  to  a  civil 
penalty  of  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  each  such 
violation.  Any  such  penalty  imposed  under 
clause  (1)  may  be  compromised  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce;  any  such  penalty 
imposed  under  clause  (2)  may  be  compro¬ 
mised  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board,  and 
any  such  penalty  imposed  under  clause  (3) 
may  be  compromised  by  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral.  The  amount  of  such  penalty,  when 
~  rally  determined,  or  the  amount  agreed 
ufton  in  compromise,  may  be  deducted  from 
any  sums  owing  by  the  United  States  to  the 
person  charged.” 

Sec.  2.  That  section  902  (a)  of  the  Civil 
Aeronaitacs  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended\o  read: 

^‘Criminal  Penalties 
"general 

“Sec.  902.  Any  person  who  knowingly 
and  willfully  violates  any  provision  of  this 
act  (except  title's  V,  VI,  and  VII),  or  any 
order,  rule,  or  regulation  issued  by  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board  or  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  under  any  such  provision  or  any  term, 
condition,  or  limitation.of  any  certificate  or 
permit  issued  under  titte  TV,  for  which  no 
penalty  is  otherwise  provided  in  this  section, 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor 
and  upon  conviction  thereof  Shall  be  subject 
for  the  first  offense  to  a  fine  .of  not  more 
than  $500,  and  for  any  subsequent  offense  to 
a  fine  of  not  more  than  $2,000.  If’such  viola¬ 
tion  is  a  continuing  one,  each  day  of  such 
violation  shall  constitute  a  separate  offense.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  taay 
we  have  an  explanation  of  this  measure? 
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8,  NOMINATION*  The  iUblic  Works  Committee  reported  favorably  the  nomination  of 
Raymond  Ross  Paty  to  the  TV  A  hoard  (p,  9177). 

9.  RETIREMENTS  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  S*  2968,  to  increase  the  ^mui- 
ties  underVhe  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (pp«  9178-9) 

10*  BUDGETING,  Bussed  without  amendment  S*  Con,  Res,  27,  to  provide  for/a  consoli¬ 
dated  appropriation  bill  each  year.  Later,  at  the  request  of  Seny Hayden,  the 
vote  was  reconsidered  and  the  measure  was  passed  over*  (p«  9132, 

11,  PERSONNEL .  Passea\ri thout  amendment  S,  1811,  to  suspend  the  running  of  the 

statutes  of  limitations  applicable  to  offenses  involving  performance  of  offi¬ 
cial  duties  by  Government  personnel.  Later,  at  the  request/of  Sen.  Morse,  the 
vote  was  reconsidere d\and  the  bill  was  passed  ovor5(pc  91W,<> ) 

12.  INVESTIGATIONS.  Passed  Without  amendment  S.  Je  Res,  143^  to  authorize  a  special 

investigator  and  a  staff  \o  investigate  improper  and  ^fllegal  conduct  in  the 
transaction  of  Government  business,  etc.  (pp,  9184-' 

13*  PURCHA3I NG.  Passed  with  amencDSbnt  S,  2487,  to  per/iit  review  of  decisions  of 
Government  contracting  officers, involving  questions  of  fact  arising  from  Gov¬ 
ernment  contracts  in  cases  o the ^t hah  those  in^diich  fraud  is  alleged  (pp, 
9188-9) 

14,  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM*  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  1732,  to  amend  the  National 

School  Lunch  *ut  so  as  to  provide  for  the  apportionment  of  additional  funds  to 
Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  (p0  9189). 


15.  TRANSPORTATION*  Passed  as  reported  S  J  23eV,  to  authorize  ICC  to  revoke  or 
amend,  under  certain  conditions,  wafer- car  id  er  certificates  and.  permits. 

Later,  at  the  request  of  Sen0  Aik^n,  the  vo^;  was  reconsidered  and  the  bill 
was  passed  over,  (pp*  9190-1*) 

i  l6*  COST-OF-LIVING  ALLOWANCES.  Paased  without  amendment  S,  20  08,  to  permit  payment 
of  cost-of-living  allowance s/to  Government  employees  outside  continental  U.  S, 
in  excess  of  25$  of  the  ra^e  of  basic  pay  (p,  919^ 

RECLAMATION,  Passed  without  amendment  H«  R,  6723,  to 'approve  contracts  negotia¬ 
ted  with  the  Gering  and/Fort  Laramie  irrigation  district,  the  Goshen  irrigation 
district,  and  the  Pathfinder  irrigation  district;  and  tK  authorize  the  execu¬ 
tion  of  contracts  on/the  North  Platte  Federal  reclamatior^pro ject  (pp*  9195-6), 
This  bill  will  now  Jbe  sent  to  the  President* 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R*  6163,  to  authorize  irrigation  works  in 
connection  with  yChief  Joseph  Dam  (p*  9268)*  This  bill  will  \>w  be  sent  to  the 
Presidents 

Sen.  Douglas  inserted  correspondence  with  the  Army  and  Int&jlor  Departments 
concerning  post  allocations,  repayments,  and  the  application  of  reclamation  law 
to  the  King's  River  project,  Calif*  (ppe  9308-12), 

~8.  F.aEM  TENANT  LOANS.  Passed  without  amendment  H,  R,  4799»  to  amend  Sec\  73  (i) 

lawaiian  Organic  Act  so  as  to  authorize  sale- of  homestead  lots  under  the 
£ad- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (p.  9197).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
Ldent. 

JGNNEL,  Passed  with  amendment  H,  R,  7806,  to  authorize  participation  of 
certain  Federal  employees,  without  loss  of  pay  or  deduction  from  annual  leave 


inTunerals  for  deceased  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  returned  to  the  U.  S.  fro/ 
abrohd  for  burial  (p.  9206)* 

20.  MINERALS o  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R,  5786,  to  extend  certain  10-year 

and  gas  leases  (p.  920?) *  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

21.  WATER  CO MPA Off «  Passed  as  reported  H,  R.  2470,  granting  consent  to  Idaho,  Mon¬ 

tana,  Oregon^  Washington,  and  Wyoming  to  enter  into  a  compact  for  division  of 
Columbia  River.,  waters  (ppB  9207-8,  9246), 

22.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R?  7641,  to  provide  benefits  for  certain 

Federal  employees  \ef  Japanese  ancestry  who  lost  certain  rights'  with  respect  to 
grade,  tine  ir.  grade,  and  rate  of  pay  by  reason  of  any  policy  or  program  of  the 
Government  with  respbct  to  such  persons  during  World  War  1}  (p.  9208) c  This 
bill  will  now  be  sent 'to  the  President < 

23.  FLAM  ABLE  FABRICS,,  rasso^  as  reported  S,  2918,  to  prol^bit  interstate  transpor¬ 

tation  in  dangerous  flammable  fabrics  (pp.  9214-7 ) 0 

24.  VETERANS 1  PREFERENCE.  Passed  -.with  amendment  H.  R,/ 7721,  to  catena  the  Veterans1 
Preference  ixct  of  1944  to  persons . serving  in  the/ Armed  Forces  of  the  U.  S„ 
after  World  Wa,r  II  and  before  \ily  2,  1955  (pp.  9235-6 )o 

25 «  FORESTRY.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R,  5055*  to  authorize  exchange  of  certain 
U.  S?  lands  in  Ontonagon  County,  Mich. ,  far  lands  within  the  Ottawa  National  . 
Forest  (p.  9238),,  This  bill  will  not  be/nent  to  the  President 

26,  INSECT  RESEARCH.  Passed  without  amendM&nt  H.  R.  7952,  Jo  authorize  combination 
of  the  Truck  Crop  Insect  Laboratory  /nd \he  Citrus  Insect  Laboratory  of  E&FQ 
at  Alhambra  and  Whittier,  Calif.,  respectively,  and  to  provide  for  new  quarters 
(p,  9238).  This  bill  will  now  be- sent  to  the  President; 

27o  TOBACCO  ALLOTMENTS.  Discussed  imd  passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen,  Clements, 
H,  R,  8170,  to  authorize  reductions  in  the  minimum  farm  acreage  allotments  for 
burley  tobacco  (p3  9238),  / 

28.  PROPERTY;  ADMINISTMTIVE  SERVICES,  Passed  as  reported  H.  R,  5350,  to  amend  t» 

Federal  Property  and  administrative  Services  Act  so  as  to  increase  the  capitalv 
of  the  general  supply  fund,  allow  greater  f lexibility\in  determining  the  amount-; 
of  reimbursement  for  transfer  of  excess  property  among Vxe cut ive  agencies, 
extend  for  1  year  the  authority  to  disjjoso  of  surplus  property  by  negotiation,^ 
and  authorize  the  establishment  of  a  builclings-nanagenent forking  capital  fund 
,  (pp.  9243-4).  / 

/ 

29.  EMERGENCY  POWERS.  Passed  as  reported  Se  J,  Res.  165,  to  contihpe  various  \tfar~ 

tine  emergency  -powers  (pp.  9301-2), 

Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H,  J,  Res.  477»  to  continue  various 
war- time/ emergency  powers  (p.  9265), 

30.  MLR-P0LLUTI0N  RESEARCH.  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  reported  without 

amendment  H,  J,  Res,  218,  to  provide  for  intensified  research  into  theycauses, 
hazards,  and  effects  of  air  pollution,  into  methods  for  its  prevent ion^and 
Control,  and  for  recovery  of  critical  paterials  from  atmospheric  contaminants 
(S,  Rept.  2079) (p.  9298). 


.  WATER  POLLUTION.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H. 
6856,  to  extend  the  Water  iollution  .act  (S,  Rept.  2092) (p,  9298), 
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The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  to^permit  review  of  decisions  of 
Government  contracting  officers  involv¬ 
ing  question^,  of  fact  arising  under  Gov¬ 
ernment  contracts  in  cases  other  than 
those  in  which\raud  is  alleged,  and/or 
other  purposes.” 

BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  2115)  to  cqntinue  the  exist¬ 
ing  method  of  computing  parity  prices 
for  basic  agricultural  cohamodities  was 
announced  as  next  in  order 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Over. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  passed  over. 

AMENDMENT  OP  NATIONAL  SCHOOL 
LUNCH  ACT 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  1732)  to  amend  the  National 
School-Lunch  Act  with  respect  to  the 
apportionment  of  funds  to  Hawaii, 
Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands,  which  had  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 
with  amendments  on  page  1,  line  10, 
after  the  name  “Puerto  Rico”,  to  insert 
“Guam”;  on  page  2,  line  6,  after  the 
name  “Puerto  Rico”,  to  insert  “the  ap¬ 
portionment  for  Guam”;  in  line  10,  after 
the  name  “Puerto  Rico”,  to  insert 
“Guam”;  in  line  15,  after  the  name 
“Puerto  Rico”,  to  insert  “Guam”;  after 
line  17,  to  insert: 

(c)  Section  11  (d)  (1)  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  C.,  1760  (d)  (1) ) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(1)  ‘State’  includes  any  of  the  48  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  Hawaii,  Alaska, 
Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 

And  in  line  24,  to  reletter  the  subsection 
from  “(c) ”  to  “(d) .” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
is  informed  that  the  amendments  were 
agreed  to  on  June  21,  1952.  The  ques¬ 
tion,  therefore,  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
|  engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. ' 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“An  act  to  amend  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  with  respect  to  the  appor¬ 
tionment  of  funds  to  Hawaii,  Alaska, 
Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands.” 

AMENDMENT  OF  INTERSTATE  COM¬ 
MERCE  ACT  TO  PROVIDE  FOR 

FILING  OF  EQUIPMENT  TRUST 

AGREEMENTS'  AND  GATHER  DOCU¬ 
MENTS 

The  bill  (S.  3161)  to  amend  part 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  filing  of  equipment  trust  agree¬ 
ments  and  other  documents  evidencing 
or  relating  to/he  lease,  mortgage,  con¬ 
ditional  sal#  or  bailment  of  railroad 
equipment was  announced  as  next  in 
order. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
haveXn  explanation  of  the  bill? 

T/fe  VICE  PRESIDENT.  An  explana¬ 
tion  is  called  for. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  when  the  bill  was  considered 
several  days  ago  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken]  objected  to  its  con¬ 
sideration.  After  he  had  investigated 
the  proposal  carefully  he  withdrew  his 
objection. 

The  purpose  is  to  facilitate  recorda¬ 
tion  of  equipment  trust  cases.  At  the 
present  time  a  railroad  securing  an 
equipment  trust  mortgage  must  record 
the  mortgage  in  every  county  through 
which  the  railroad  passes,  which  is  en¬ 
tirely  unnecessary.  It  involves  an  ex¬ 
pense  running  into  a  huge  sum  of  money, 
because  each  recordation  costs  about 
$500.  The  equipment  trust  agreements 
,  and  other  documents  are  recorded  with 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
where  all  interested  parties  know  they 
can  see  them,  and  that  serves  every  pur¬ 
pose  better  than  having  them  recorded 
in  all  the  various  counties. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

lere  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed  for 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  part  I  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  Commerce  Act,  as  amended  (U.  S.  C., 
title  49)  ,  is^hereby  amended  by  inserting, 
after  section  2Qb,  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  20c.  Any  mortgage,  lease,  equipment 
trust  agreement,  ‘conditional  sale  agreement, 
or  other  instrument  evidencing,  the  mort¬ 
gage,  lease,  conditional  sale,  or  bailment  of 
railroad  cars,  locomotives,  or  other  rolling 
stock,  used  or  intended  for  use  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  interstate  commerce,  or  any  as¬ 
signment  of  rights  or  interest  under  any  such 
instrument,  or  any  supplefnent  or  amend¬ 
ment  to  any  such  instrumen\m  assignment 
(including  any  release,  discharge  or  satis¬ 
faction  thereof,  in  whole  or  in  part),  may  be 
filed  with  the  Commission,  provided  such  in¬ 
strument,  assignment,  supplement  or 
amendment  is  in  writing,  executed  by  the 
parties  thereto,  and  acknowledged  or  verified 
in  accordance  with  such  requirements  as  the 
Commission  shall  prescribe;  and  any  §uch 
instrument  or  other  document,  when  so  filed 
with  the  Commission,  shall  constitute  notic 
to  and  shall  be  valid  and  enforceable  againstl 
all/persons  including,  without  limitation, 
fy  purchaser  from,  or  mortgagee,  creditor, 
feceiver,  or  trustee  in  bankruptcy  of,  the 
'mortgagor,  buyer,  lessee  or  bailee  of  the 
equipment  covered  thereby,  from  and  after 
the  time  such  instrument  or  other  document 
is  so  filed  with  the  Commission;  and  such 
instrument  or  other  document  need  not  be 
otherwise  filed,  deposited,  registered  or  re¬ 
corded  under  the  provisions  of  any  other  law 
of  the  United  States  of  America,  or  of  any 
State  (or  political  subdivision  thereof),  ter¬ 
ritory,  district  or  possession  thereof,  respect¬ 
ing  the  filing,  deposit,  registration  or  record¬ 
ation  of  such  instruments  or  documents.” 
The  Commission  shall  establish  and  main¬ 
tain  a  system  for  the  recordation  of  each  such 
instrument  or  document,  filed  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  this  section,  and  shall  cause 
to  be  marked  or  stamped  thereon,  a  consecu¬ 
tive  number,  as  well  as  the  date  and  hour  of 
such  recordation  ,and  shall  maintain,  open  to 
public  inspection,  an  index  of  all  such  in¬ 
struments  or  documents,  including  any  as¬ 
signment,  amendment,  release,  discharge  or 
satisfaction  thereof,  and  shall  record,  in  such, 
index  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  princi¬ 
pal  debtors,  trustees,  guarantors  and  other 
parties  thereto,  as  well  as  such  other  facts  as 
may  be  necessary  to  facilitate  the  determina¬ 
tion  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  such 
transactions. 


AMENDMENT  OF  CIVIL  AERONAU¬ 
TICS  ACT  OF  1938— IMPOSITION  OF 
CIVIL  PENALTIES— BILL  PASSED 
OVER 

The  bill  (S.  2213)  to  amend  the  6ivil 
Aeronautics  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  so 
as  to  authorize  the  imposition  of  civil 
penalties  in  certain  cases,  was  announced 
as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
wonder  if  the  Senator  will  withhold  his 
objection  for  a  moment. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  was  about  to  re¬ 
quest  an  explanation  of  the  bill.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Alabama. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Alabama  is  recognized  for  5  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  /he  right  to  object,  I  wish  to 
speak  briefly  on  this  bill  which  would 
give  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  the 
right  to  levy  civil  penalties  up  to  $1,000 
for  violations  by  airlines  of  CAB  eco¬ 
nomic  regulations.  Under  the  present 
law,  the  CAB  already  has  the  authority 
to  levy  such  civil  penalties  for  safety 
violations.  Thus,  no  issue  of  safety  is 
involved. 

In  most  instances,  I  would  be  inclined 
to  favor  such  a  proposal  to  strengthen 
the  enforcement  powers  of  an  executive 
agency  as  is  contained  in  S.  2213.  I  re¬ 
gret  I  must  oppose  it  in  this  case.  My 
reasons  are  based  solely  upon  a  lack  of 
confidence  in  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board  in  dealing  with  small  airline  com¬ 
panies.  The  experience  which  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Small  Business  Committee,  of  which 
I  am  chairman,  has  had  with  the  CAB 
makes  it  clear  that  the  CAB  could  not 
be  depended  upon  to  administer  such 
authority  judiciously  as  applied  to  these 
small  companies. 

With  the  authority  it  already  has,  the 
CAB  has  taken  a  series  of  steps  to  elimi¬ 
nate  or  curtail  the  operations  of  many 
small  airlines  on  the  grounds  that  they 
are  guilty  of  “flying  too  frequently”  or 
“too  regularly” — i.  e„  they  are  guilty  of 
iving  too  much  service  to  their  custo- 
ers.  I  have  little  doubt  that  the  new 
legislation  if  enacted  would  be  used  to 
speed  up  CAB’s  campaign  to  destroy  the 
small-business  segment  of  the  aviation 
industity .  With  the  additional  authority 
to  levy  substantial  fines  for  every  viola¬ 
tion,  no  matter  how  minor,  CAB-  would 
have  no  trouble  at  all  accomplishing  its 
objective. 

Both  the  public  and  civil  aviation  owe 
a  debt  to  the  nonscheduled  airlines.  It 
was  the  nonsked'sv  established  by  World 
War  II  veterans  and  surplus  military 
planes  and  without  Government  subsidy, 
which  first  provided'-  low-cost  nonlux¬ 
ury  coach  travel  and  made  it  possible 
for  millions  of  American^  to  fly  who  had 
never  flown  before.  Air  coach  is  now  an 
accepted  form  of  transportation.  Yet  I 
have  no  doubt  that  if  the  CAB  had  had 
the  power  contained  in  S.  2213  during 
the  years  this  new  industry  was  growing, 
all  of  the  small  airlines  would  have  been 
eliminated  and  the  public  would  no|  to¬ 
day  be  enjoying  the  benefits  of  low-cost 
air  transportation. 


/ 

v  i 


Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Mult.er  stating  that  the  defense  production 
hill 'was  not  good  but  was  hotter  than  having  no  controls  at  all  (pp.  A4454— 5)* 

51.  APPRCEFRlVriON  INVESTIGATIONS.  Extension  of  renarks  of  Rep.  Bates  discussing  his 

proposed ''hill  to  anend  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1946  so  a^r  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  Armed  Services  and  Appropriations  Connittees  with  staffs  adequate  to 
keep  then  fhlly  informed  (p.  4455 )• 

52,  FARM  PROGRAM,  ’Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Hill  discussing  the  principle  of 

"parity,"  outlining  the  history  of  some  of  the  basic  agricultural  laws,  and 
connending  USDA  programs  for  aid  to  the  farmer  (pp,  A4458-9). 

53*  RETIREl'ffilTT,  Speech \n  the  House  hy  Rep,  EcDonough  favoring/an  increase  in- 
pensions  for  retired  federal  employees  (p.  A4458), 

HOUSE  -  July  4  Jfpu 

54.  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATION  BILL\l953,  Agreed  to  the  con/erence  report  on  this  hill, 
H,  R.  7391  (pp.  9517»  9482-97)*  The  conferees  agreed  to  add  cotton  and  re¬ 
processed  and  reused  wool  to\the  provision  governing  procurement  of  food  and 
clothing  not  produced  in  the  Us,  S. 

55*  STATE,  JUSTICE,  COMMERCE,  JUDICIAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1953.  Agreed  to  the 

conference  report  on  this  hill.  h\r,  7289/tpP*  9517,  9498-504).  The  conferees 
agreed  on  a  provision  that  no  appropriation  may  he  used  for  U.  S.  membership  in 
the  International  Materials  Conference  hut  explained  that  this  does  not  pre¬ 
clude  the  State  Department  from  observing  the  activities  as  a  non— member; 
fixed  the  census  of  agriculture  item/av  $120, 700  (House  figure,  0125, 000 ; 
Senate,  $116,382);  and  agreed  to  $y,750,Cp0  (House  figure;  Senate,  $5,504,300) 
for  export  control-.  Cormier ce  Department. 

56*  PERSONNEL  RETIREMENT.  Received/ihe  conference  report  on  S.  2968,  to  increase 
the  annuities  of  certain  retUrsd  Federal  employees  (pp.  95H-12,  9517)* 

57.  RURAL  HOUSING.  By  a  295-22  vote,  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S,  3066,  to 
amend  the  housing  laws,  /One  provision  of  this  birl  extends  the  rural-housing 
program,  administered  hy  this  Department,  for  1  yea^..  (pp,  9450-53*)  This 
bill  will  now  he  sent/to  the  President. 


58,  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1953*  House  conferees  ware  appointed  on  this 
hill,  H.  R,  8370  (p.  9451)*  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  July  3* 


59*  WITHHOLDING  PAN/  Vacated  proceedings  of  passage  on  July  3 
for  the  withholding  of  pay  from  Federal  employees  for  State 
tax  purpose^*,  and  again- passed  the  hill  with  a  correcting  ame 
vided  new  language  (pp.  9447-8), 


S.1999,  providing 
local  in co Ele¬ 
ment  that  pro¬ 


of),  PROPERTY^  AIM  INI STRATI VE  SERVICES,  Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment X.  to  H.  R. 
5350,/to  anend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act’hof  1949 
(ppy^9464-5).  For  provisions  see  item  28,  This  hill  will  now  he  sent  to  the 

Provident. 


ol,  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendments  to  H,  R,  1732,  to  in¬ 
crease  the  allotments  for  school  lunches  to  Alaska,  Hawaii,  Guam,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  (p-.  9465).  '  This  hill  will  now  he  sent  to  the  President. 


02.  RECIuiMATION.  Agreed  to  a  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  6163,  providing  the  basis 


-8- 

for  authorization  of  a  study  and  report  of  irrigation  works  in  connection  wit! 
Chief  Joseph  Dan,  and  to  provide  for  financial  assistance  thereto  from  power, 
revenues  (p.  9566),  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

63.  VETERAN S 'XpREFEHEN CE ,  Agreed  to  a  Senate  amendment  to  .H,  R,  7721,  extending  the 
Veterans'  Preference  Act  of  1944  to  persons  serving  in  the  armed  forces  after 
World  War  IIX  and  prior  to  July  2,  1955-  (p.  9507)*  This  bill  will  now/be  sent 
to  the  President, 


64,  CENSUS.  Agreed  tp  a  Senate  amendment  to  H,  R„  7202,  to  provide  th^t  a  census  of 
agriculture  be  taken  in  Oct,  1954  and  the  same  month  in  each  tepxh  year  there¬ 
after  (p,  9507)*  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.,, 

65*  PERSONNEL.  Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendments  to  H,  R,  7806,  to  authorize  partici¬ 
pation  by  certain  Eederal  employees,  without  loss  of  pay  or  deduction  from 
annual  leave,  in  funerals  for  deceased  members  of  the  armed  forces  returned 
from  abroad  for  burial  (p.  9507)«  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

66,  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Agreed  to  a  Senate  amendment- to  H.  R,  6845,  to  continue  until 

June  30,  1953,  the  suspension  of  duties  and  import  taxes  on  metal  scrap,  etc,  - 
(p.  9508),  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 


67.  PATENTS ,  Agreed  to  a  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R,  7794,  to  revise  and  codify  the 

laws  relating  to  patents  (p.  9508),  This  bilk  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 

68,  EDUCATION,  'Passed  as  reported  H.  R,  7494,  t 6  encourage  the  development  and 

growth  of  the  educational  fine  arts  in  State  and  land-grant  colleges  aid  other 
non-profit  schools  aid  organizations  (p,  *9466), 


69,  WATER  COMPACT.  Agreed  to  the  Sena 
for  an  interstate  compact  regarding 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  / 


ate  amendmerits  to  H,  R,  2470,  granting  cc 
ing  Columbia  River  waters  (p.  9468),  Thi 


cons ent 
This  bil-l 


70,  PERSONNEL;  PATENTS.  Agreed  to  a  Senate  amendment  to  H,  R,  3975,  permitting  a 
Government  employee,  and  his  joint  patentee,  -not  irhgovemment  service,  who 
make  an  invention  completely  outside  of  official  functions,  to  maintain  a  suit 
against  the  Government  (pp.  9510-11).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President. 


o 


71*  TRANSPORTATION,  Passed  with  amendment  S,  3161,  to  provide  for  filing  of  equip¬ 
ment  trust  agreements  on  railroad  equipment  (p*  95H).  \ 

* 

f  /  \ 

72,  FLAMMABLE  MATERIALS./  The  Interstate  and  Commerce  Committee  ordered  reported  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  S.  2918,  to  prohibit  movement  in  interstate  commerce 
of  highly  flammable  wearing  apparel  and  fabrics  (p,  D706), 

/ 

73 «  MISSOURI  BASIN,/  Received  from  this  Department  a  supplemental  report N^n  the 
Missouri  Baskn  Agricultural  Program  (H,  Doc,  530) (p.  9516), 

/ 

74,  SOCIAL  SECURITY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Garnatz  supporting  H,  R,  T’QOO,  to 

increase  retirement  benefits  under  the  Social  Security  Act  (op,  9504— 5). 

. . .  _  / 

75.  WEATHER  CONTROL.  Received  the  fourth  interim  report  by  the  Chief  of  the  Weather 

Bureau  on  the  study  of  causes  and  characteristics  of  thunderstorms;  to  Inter-" 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  (pp,  9516-7), 


ih. 


erans’  Act,  1924^(43  Stat.  615;  38  U.  S.  C.  455), 
as  amended  by  section  3  of  the  act  of  Octo¬ 
ber  31,  1951  (PuBUc  Law  247,  82d  Cong.),  is 
further  amended  b\  adding  at  the  end  there¬ 
of  the  following  sentence:  ‘The  proceeds 
from  such  leases,  le&s  expenses  for  main¬ 
tenance,  operation,  an'd,  repair  of  buildings 
leased  for  living  quarter,  shall  be  covered 
into  the  Treasury  of  they.  United  States  as 
miscellaneous  receipts’.” 


195. \  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE 

Page  5%line  ll,  strike  out  "245”  and  insert  with  respect  to  the  apportionment  of 

'3i5'”  „  \  ,  ,  funds  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico, 

9  war  va  t  &nd  the  Virgin  Islands,  with  Senate 

Sec.  2.  Section  29  of  the  World  War  Vet-  amendments  theret0j  and  concur  in  the 


94( 


The  SPEAKER.  Is 
the  request  of  the  gentlem: 
ginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were 
red  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  o: 
table. 


objection  to 
from  Vir- 


oncur- 


the 


COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT^ 

OPERATIONS:  AUTHORITY  TO 

FILE  REPORTS 

Mr.  HARDY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  House  Resolution  736. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  the  Committee  on  Gov-  | 
ernment  Operations  may  report  to  the  House 
at  any  time  during  the  present  Congress  the 
results  of  any  study,  survey  or  investiga¬ 
tion  made  under  authority  of  this  resolu¬ 
tion,  together  with  such  recommendations 
as  it  deems  appropriate.  Any  such  report 
which  is  made  when  the  House  is  not  in 
session  shall  be  filed  with  the  Clerk  of  the 
House. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


BENCH  LAKE  IRRIGATION  COMP. 

OF  HURRICANE,  UTAH 
Mr.  GRANGER.  Mr.  Speaker,^  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.,4305)  to 
authorize  the  sale  of  certairf  land  in 
Utah  to  the  Bench  Lake  Irrigation  Co., 
of  Hurricane,  Utah,  with  a  Senate 
amendment  thereto,  ai jh  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment 


title  of  the  bill. 

:  Senate  amendment 


The  Clerk  read  tl 

The  Clerk  read  tj 
as  follows: 

Page  2,  after  Ufie  8,  insert 

"Sec.  3.  Thej%  are  hereby  reserved  to  the 
United  Statejr  all  rights  to  minerals,  includ¬ 
ing  oil  and'gas,  in  the  lands  authorized  to 
be  conven'd  by  this  act.” 

Th^SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the/request  of  the  gentleman  from 
UJah? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concur¬ 
red  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


AMENDING  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL 
LUNCH  ACT 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  1732)  to 
amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 


Senate  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows: 

Page  1,  line  10,  after  “Rico”,  insert 
",  Guam.” 

Page  2,  line  6,  preceding  "and”  insert 
"the  apportionment  for  Guam.” 

Page  2,  line  9,  after  "Rico”,  insert  “,  Guam.” 

Page  2,  line  14,  after  "Rico”,  insert 
",  Guam.” 

Page  2,  after  line  16,  insert: 

“(c)  Section  11  (d)  (1)  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  C„  sec.  1760  (d) 
(1) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(1)  “State”  includes  any  of  the  48 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Hawaii, 
Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands.’  ” 

Page  2,  line  17,  strike  out  "(c)”  and  insert 
"(d).” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  act  to 
amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  with 
respect  to  the  apportionment  of  funds  to 
Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

AMENDINGr’THE'TARIFF  ACT  OF  1930 

WITH  RESPECT^TO  IMPORTATION 

OF  FEATHERS  OF  WILD  BIRDS 

Mr/'DOUGHTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  Hake  from  the 
reaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  7594)  to 
[mend  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  importation  ofMhe  feath¬ 
ers  of  wild  birds,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  with  Senate  amendment^  there¬ 
to,  and  concur  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  biH. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amehd- 
ments,  as  follows: 

\ 

Page  5,  after  line  18,  insert: 

“Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  admit  free  of 
duty  a  certain  carillon  of  23  bells  to  be  im¬ 
ported  for  the  Citadel,  Charleston,  S.  C.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  act 
to  amend  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  importation  of  the  feathers 
of  wild  birds,  and  to  admit  free  of  duty  a 
carillon  for  the  Citadel,  Charleston,  S.  C., 
and  for  other  purposes.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate 
ment,  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  9,  after  “deposite’^sert  ",  in¬ 
cluding  oil  and  gas.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gen^man  from  Ari¬ 
zona? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to^econsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

CATHOI^fC  BISHOP  OF  NORTHERN 
ALASKA 

MURDOCK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
[nimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
leaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  3494)  to 
Authorize  the  sale  of  certain  public  land 
in  Alaska  to  the  Catholic  Bishop  of 
Northern  Alaska  for  use  as  a  mission, 
with  a  Senate  amendment  thereto,  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

Page  2,  after  line  6,  insert: 

“Sec.  3.  There  are  hereby  reserved  to  the 
United  States  all  rights  to  minerals,  includ¬ 
ing  oil  and  gas,  in  the  lands  authorized  to 
be  conveyed  by  this  act.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ari¬ 
zona? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concur¬ 
red  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


VICTORY  BIBLE  CAMP  GROUND,  INC. 

Mr.  MURDOCK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  1558)  to 
authorize  the  sale  of  certain  public  land 
in  Alaska  to  Victory  Bible  Camp  Ground, 
Inc.,  with  a  Senate  amendment  thereto, 
and  concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 


CHARLES  A.  GANN 

Mr.  MURDOCK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  651)  to 
provide  for  issuance  of  a  supplemental 
patent  to  Charles  A.  Gann,  patentee  No. 
152,419,  for  certain  land  in  California, 
with  Senate  amendments  thereto,  dis¬ 
agree  to  the  Senate  amendments,  and 
agree  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ari¬ 
zona?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Engle,  Aspinall,  and 
D’Ewart. 

CONVEYANCE  TO  THE  TOWN  OF 

DEDHAM,  MAINE,  OF  A  CERTAIN 

STRIP  OF  LAND 

Mr.  MURDOCK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  2190)  to 
provide  for  the  cdnveyance  to  the  town 
of  Dedham,  Maine,  of  a  certain  strip  of 
land  situated  in  such,  town  and  used  as 
a  road  right-of-way,  wl^h  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments,  and  agree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman\from  Ari¬ 
zona?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Engle,  Aspina^,  and 
D’Ewart. 
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AUTHORIZING  THE  COMMISSIONER 

OF  EDUCATION  TO  ENCOURAGE 

DEVELOPMENT  AND  GROWTH  OF 

THE  EDUCATIONAL  FINE  ARTS 

PROGRAM  \. 

Mi’.  HOWELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7494)  to 
authorize  the  Commissioner  of  Educa¬ 
tion  to  encourage  the  further  develop¬ 
ment  and  growth  of  the  educational  fine 
arts  programs  in  State  and  land-grant 
and  other  accredited  nonprofit  colleges 
and  universities,  and  in  other  non¬ 
profit  organizations,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  what  committee  reported  this 
bill? 

Mr.  HOWELL.  The  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor.  There  was  a 
unanimous  report. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Did  the  gentleman 
talk  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  McConnell]  about  it? 

Mr.  HOWELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Did  he  say  it  was 
O.  K.? 

Mr.  HOWELL.  Yes. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  in  order  to  en¬ 
courage  the  further  development  and  growth 
of  the  educational  fine  arts  programs  in 
State  and  land-grant  and  other  accredited 
nonprofit  colleges  and  universities  and  in 
other  nonprofit  organizations,  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Education  is  authorized  to  make 
provision  for  bringing  to  Washington,  D.  C., 
and  to  other  communities  in  the  United 
States  where  the  Federal  Government  or  the 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  has 
suitable  space  under  its  jurisdiction,  for 
public  presentation,  fine-arts  productions  of 
such  colleges  and  universities  and  nonprofit 
organizations. 

Sec.  2.  Upon  the  request  of  any  college, 
university,  or  nonprofit  organization  ap¬ 
proved  for  the  purposes  of  the  first  section 
of  this  act  by  the  Commissioner  of  Educa¬ 
tion,  the  General  Services  Administration, 
or  the  District  of  Columbia  government,  as 
the  case  may  be,  is  authorized  to  make 
available  without  charge  to  any  suclV  col¬ 
lege,  university,  or  nonprofit  organization 
for  the  presentation  of  fine-arts  productions 
under  this  act  and  the  sale  of  tickets  of 
admission  thereto,  any  suitable  space  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  any 
department  or  agency  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  or  the  District  of  Columbia  govern¬ 
ment  with  the  concurrence  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  concerned;  but  in  providing 
suitable  space  for  the  presentation  of  such 
productions  neither  the  Federal  Government 
nor  the  government  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  shall  incur  any  expenses  or  assume 
any  financial  responsibility  except  those  in¬ 
cidental  to  the  furnishing  of  heat,  light,  and 
custodial  services  necessary  for  such  produc¬ 
tions  in  such  space. 

Sec.  3.  The  Commissioner  of  Education  is 
authorized  to  receive  contributions  of  money, 
materials,  and  other  property  from  any 
source  to  aid  in  developing  the  programs 
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authorized  by  this  act.  Any  contributions 
of  money  so  received  shall  be  covered  into 
the  Treasury  to  the  credit  of  a  special  fund, 
which  shall  be  available  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Education  for  developing  and  carrying  out 
the  program  authorized  by  this  act.  The 
financial  transactions  of  the  Commissioner 
of  Education  under  this  act  shall  be  audited 
at  least  once  each  year  by  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  in  accordance  with  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  4.  For  the  purposes  of  this  act — 

(1)  The  term  “fine  arts’’  includes  living 
drama  and  music,  opera,  literature,  archi¬ 
tecture,  sculpture,  painting,  ballet,  and 
dance. 

(2)  The  term  “nonprofit  organization” 
means  any  public  or  private  foundation, 
charitable  trust,  or  other  organization 
(whether  or  net  incorporated) ,  no  part  of  the 
net  earnings  of  which  inures  to  the  benefit 
of  any  of  its  stockholders  or  members. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

Page  1,  line  7,  beginning  with  the  word 
“to”,  strike  out  down  to  and  including  the 
word  “organizations”,  page  2,  line  3,  and 
insert  "to  assist  in  making  arrangements  for 
the  public  presentation  in  Washington,  D.  C., 
of  fine-arts  productions  of  such  colleges  and 
universities  and  nonprofit  organizations” 

Page  3,  strike  out  lines  3  to  14,  inclusive. 

Page  3,  line ‘'-l 5,  strike  out  “4”  and  insert 
“3.” 

The  committee  amendments  .were 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and.  a  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas,? 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were>  :on- 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  lai  1  on  the 
table. 


SHELBY  SHOE  CO.,  OF  SALEM,  MASS, 
Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  1095)  for  the  relief 
of  Shelby  Shoe  Co.,  of  Salem,  Mass.,  with 
a  Senate  amendment  thereto,  and  con¬ 
cur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  Clerk  /ead  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 
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ALBERT  O.  HOLLAND  AND  BERGTOR 
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Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  5238)  for 
the  relief  of  Albert  O.  Holland  and  Berg- 
tor  Haaland,  with  a  Senate  amendment 
thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  yas  follows: 

Line  8,  after  “state”,  insert  “while  em¬ 
ployed  in  Venezuela  under  contract  with 
the  Venezuelan  Government.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


HARRIS  A.  BAKKEN 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  746)  for  the  relief 
of  Harris  A.  Bakken,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows: 

Line  6,  strike  out  “$3,692.80”  and  insert 
“$3,692.02,  plus  interest  which  has  since 
accrued.” 

Line  10,  strike  out  “$3,692.80”  and  insert 
“$3,692.02,  plus  interest  on  such  sum.” 


Strike  ouVall  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert  “ThAt  (a)  in  full  settlement  of  the 
claim  of '  the  Shelby  Shoe  Co.,  of  Salem, 
Mass.,  against  the  United  States  for  losses 
sustained  by  it  as  a  result  of  contract  No. 
W  19-074qm-4267,  dated  May  21,  1946,  with 
the  Procurement  Division  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to  pay, 
out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriate,  the  sum  of  $84,498.98  to 
the  clerk  of  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Massachusetts  who  shall 
use  such  sum  (1)  to  pay  to  each  unsecured 
creditor  of  said  Shelby  Shoe  Co.,  after  giv¬ 
ing  notice  and  upon  demand  therefor,  as 
provided  in  subsection  (b),  the  unpaid  bal¬ 
ance  of  his  claim  against  such  company 
appearing  in  schedules  heretofore  filed, 
under  chapter  11  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  in 
the  Shelby  Shoe  Co.  bankruptcy  case,  No. 
70372,  and  (2)  to  pay  the  balance  of  such 
sum,  after  making  the  payments  authorized 
in  (1)  and  deducting  all  incidental  expenses 
incurred  in  the  disbursement  of  such  sum, 
to  said  Shelby  Shoe  Co.;  but  nothing  con¬ 
tained  herein  shall  authorize  the  payment 
to  any  such  creditor  of  interest  on  the  un¬ 
paid  balance  of  his  claim  against  such 
company. 

“(b)  Upon  receipt  of  the  sum  herein  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  said  clerk  shall  cause  notice  to  be 
published  not  less  than  once  in  each  of  three 
’^sucessive  weeks  in  one  or  more  newspapers 
Of  general  circulation,  and  a  copy  thereof 
sent  by  registered  mail  to  the  last  known 
address  of  each  of  the  creditors  described 
in  subsection  (a)>  advising  such  creditors  of 
the  provisions  of  this  act.  No  such  creditor 
shall  be  entitled  to  any  payment  under  this 
act  unless  he  shall  file  with  said  clerk  a 
written  clE^m  therefor  within  3  months  after 
the  date  ofVsuch  notice  shall  be  last  pub¬ 
lished,  or  the  date  such  notice  shall  have 
been  mailed  to  his  last  known  address, 
whichever  is  the  later. 

“(c)  No  part  oi^the  amount  appropriated 
in  this  act  in  excess  of  10  percent  thereof 
shall  be  paid  or  delivered  to  or  received  by 
any  agent  or  attorney  on  account  of  services 
rendered  in  connection  with  this  claim,  and 
the  same  shall  be  unlawful,  any  contract  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding.  Any  person 
violating  the  provisions  of'^his  act  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum 
not  exceeding  $1,000.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  cam- 


curred  in. 


A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


• 
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Public  Law  518  -  82d  Congress 
Chapter  699  -  2d  Session 
H.  R.  1732 

AN  ACT  _ au_ 

To  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  with  respect  to  the  apportionment  of 
funds  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Be  it  enacted  By  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  (a)  the  second 
sentence  of  section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.  S.  C., 
sec.  1753)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “The  Secretary  shall  appor¬ 
tion  among  "the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per 
centum  of  the  aforesaid  funds  made  available  for  such  year  for  supply¬ 
ing  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act.  The  total  of  such  apportionments  of  funds  for  use  in  Puerto 
Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed  3  per  centum  of 
the  funds  appropriated  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
for  the  school-lunch  program;  except  that  in  the  case  of  the  first 
apportionments  of  funds  from  any  annual  or  supplemental  appropri¬ 
ation  (and  only  in  such  case),  the  apportionment  for  Puerto  Rico,  the 
apportionment  for  Guam,  and  the  apportionment  for  the  Virgin 
Islands,  shall  be  not  less  than  that  amount  which  will  result  in  an 
allotment  per  child  of  school  age  equal  to  the  allotment  per  child  of 
school  age  in  the  State  (other  than  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands)  having  the  lowest  per  capita  income  among  the  States  par¬ 
ticipating  in  such  first  apportionments.” 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  5  of  such  Act  (42  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  1754) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows :  “Apportionments  of  funds  for  use  in 
Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  for  nonfood  assistance 
shall  be  determined  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  third  sentence 
of  section  4.” 

(c)  Section  11  (d)  (1)  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U. 
S.  C.,  sec.  1760  (d)  (1) )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

j  “(1)  ‘State’  includes  any  of  the  forty-eight  States,  the  District  of 
'  Columbia,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands.” 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  be  effective  only  with 
respect  to  sums  appropriated  after  the  date  on  which  this  Act  is 
enacted. 

Approved  July  12,  1952. 
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